
CHAPTER 15 MISCELLANEOUS 

This chapter addresses the EPA's responses to miscellaneous public comments on the EPA's 
Proposed Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Emission Standards for NeV1f Reconstructed, and Modified 
Sources. 

Commenters also raised issues on topics that are not covered by this chapter. Please refer to the 
following chapters for responses specific to those issues: 

• Chapter 1: Source Category 

• Chapter 2: Regulation of Methane 

• Chapter 3: Well Completions 

• Chapter 4: Fugitives Monitoring 

• Chapter 5: Pumps 

• Chapter 6: Controllers 

• Chapter 7: Compressors 

• Chapter 8: Equipment Leaks at Natural Gas Processing Plants 

• Chapter 9: Liquids Unloading 

• Chapter 10: Storage Vessels 

• Chapter 11: Compliance 

• Chapter 12: Regulatory Impact Analysis 

• Chapter 13: Existing State, Local, and Federal Rules 

• Chapter 14: Subpart 0000 

• Chapter 16: Comment Period Extension 

15-1 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00001 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

15.1 Support for the Proposed Standards ............................................................................. 15-2 

15.2 Requests for Regulation of Additional Sources or Pollutants ................................. 15-164 

15.3 Additional Regulatory Requirements ........................................................................ 15-217 

15.4 Opposition Due to Uncertainty ................................................................................... 15-232 

15.5 Standards are Unnecessary ......................................................................................... 15-236 

15.6 Date for New Source Determination .......................................................................... 15-263 

15.7 New or Revised Definitions ......................................................................................... 15-276 

15.8 Methane Challenge Program ...................................................................................... 15-298 

15.9 Methane Emissions ...................................................................................................... 15-304 

15.10 Other ........................................................................................................................... 15-441 

15.1 Support for the Proposed Standards 

Commenter Name: T. Collins 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: First I want to say thank you to the EPA for taking this important first step to control 
methane emissions from oil and gas sources, and for this opportunity to offer my comments. 

My wife, our 3 kids and I all appreciate that the EPA is working to protect us from the excesses 
of the oil and gas industry. When it comes to clean air, none of us can do it alone, and every 
single day, the entire world finds itself waking up to just how bad methane emissions, and many 
others are for each of us. 

There is little doubt that the oil and gas industry is the largest industrial source of methane 
pollution, in 2013, these industries emitted over 7.3 million metric tons of methane, and 
However large those known numbers are, four out of five current wells are not required to report 
their emissions, so the actual number is likely far greater. 

That number, 7.3 Million Metric Tons ..... that is the equivalent to the C02 emissions from over 
160 coal burning power plants. It only makes good sense that if we close coal plants because 
emissions, then do not also cleanup methane pollution, we are not doing the job of cleaning up 
the planet, as asked just last week by the Pope himself 

To clean-up the planet as asked, it is clear fossil fuels have to be replaced everywhere that they 
practically can be throughout the world economy: car fleets, electricity generation, some 
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chemicals and plastics manufacturing ... And that unchecked emissions from methane have to 
stop. 

Additionally, these Methane emissions become a part of Smog, a dangerous cocktail of air 
pollutants that is linked to premature deaths, asthma attacks, and other serious heart and lung 
diseases. It is estimated that more than 140 million American people, 1.5 million of them in 
Ohio, live in areas with unhealthy levels of smog pollution. The very air we breathe is putting us 
in danger. 

These days, terms like COPD, Asthma, portable oxygen tanks, inhalers and strange cancer names 
are all too common in American life, so through the Environmental Protection Agency, we have 
much work to do to clean up our world and leave a better future. 

We need many rules that stem the excesses of industry. And Industry it seems that will always 
say, "let us figure it out", yet many times and in many industries, too often a dollar profit has 
proven more important than smart and safe operations, and so we need the EPA to set very 
strong rules to protect us all. 

More than just this rule, I ask you to finish the job by further cutting the methane emissions from 
all sources, because without strong and complete standards, my family and I will be living in the 
middle these emissions , and we will also have to live with the long term climate results of these 
rules we are talking of today. 

America has decades of experience innovating to clean up the air in a highly cost-effective 
manner and we can do so again to reduce methane pollution. 

My family and I all wholeheartedly support this rule, and even more, we urge the EPA to 
strengthen it, and to clean-up our air. 

Response: The EPA appreciates the support expressed by the commenters. 

Commenter Name: Gwen Lachelt, La Plata County Commissioner et al. 
Commenter Affiliation: Colorado County Commissioners 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5285 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: The oil and gas industry is carelessly wasting millions of tons of gas and leaking 
toxic chemicals into the air that harm health, waste an important national resource and speed up 
climate change. This does not have to happen; low cost safeguards already exist to plug the leaks 
and stop this pollution. 

EPA has proposed rules that will "help combat climate change, reduce air pollution that harms 
public health, and provide greater certainty about Clean Air Act permitting requirements for the 
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oil and natural gas industry." These national rules, like those already in place in Colorado, make 
sense to protect public health and our economy. 

Methane pollution puts Colorado families at risk. Methane releases can be accompanied by 
harmful pollutants that have significant public health consequences. This includes toxic 
chemicals like benzene, which are linked to cancer, and other smog forming pollutants that can 
create ground-level ozone, which can lead to asthma. Especially susceptible to this are our 
children and elderly population 

Methane leaks are an unnecessary waste of a saleable commodity. It makes no economic sense 
and is irresponsible for operators to vent or flare a saleable commodity into the air when it can be 
captured and sold, increasing both private and public sale revenues. Capture makes good 
business sense. 

Methane pollution is threatening the climate. Curbing methane pollution is critical because 
methane is over 80 times more potent a greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide. If federal action 
isn't taken, methane pollution from the oil and natural gas industry is projected to increase by 25 
percent nationally over the next 10 years. 

In 2014, Colorado chose to lead the way on this issue, becoming the first state to regulate 
methane pollution from the oil and natural gas industry. Since adoption and implementation of 
these regulations by the state, there has been no fiscal downside to the industry, and more benefit 
to the Colorado's citizens. While what the EPA is proposing is a good, necessary first step, I 
would encourage the EPA to strengthen its draft to mirror what Colorado has in place including 
regulating existing sources of methane pollution. Regulation works here and will work 
nationally. Methane pollution is a national problem that requires a national response. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Susan Lontine, State Representative 
Commenter Affiliation: House District 1, Colorado 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5286 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: The oil and gas industry is carelessly wasting millions of tons of gas and leaking 
toxic chemicals into the air that harm health, waste an important national resource and speed up 
climate change. This does not have to happen; low-cost safeguards already exist to plug the leaks 
and stop this pollution. 

EPA has proposed rules that will "help combat climate change, reduce air pollution that harms 
public health, and provide greater certainty about Clean Air Act permitting requirements for the 
oil and natural gas industry." These national rules, like those already in place in Colorado, make 
sense to protect public health and our economy. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Susan Lontine, State Representative 
Commenter Affiliation: House District 1, Colorado 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5286 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: Methane pollution puts Colorado families at risk. Methane releases can be 
accompanied by harmful pollutants that have significant public health consequences. This 
includes toxic chemicals like benzene, which are linked to cancer, and other smog-forming 
pollutants that can create ground-level ozone, which can lead to asthma. Especially susceptible to 
this are our children and elderly population Methane leaks are an unnecessary waste of a saleable 
commodity. It makes no economic sense and is irresponsible for operators to vent or flare a 
saleable commodity into the air when it can be captured and sold, increasing both private and 
public sale revenues. Capture makes good business sense. Methane pollution is threatening the 
climate. Curbing methane pollution is critical because methane is over 80 times more potent a 
greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide. If federal action isn't taken, methane pollution from the oil 
and natural gas industry is projected to increase by 25 percent nationally over the next 10 years. 

In 2014, Colorado chose to lead the way on this issue, becoming the first state to regulate 
methane pollution from the oil and natural gas industry. Since adoption and implementation of 
these regulations by the state, there has been no fiscal downside to the industry, and more benefit 
to the Colorado's citizens. While what the EPA is proposing is a good, necessary first step, I 
would encourage the EPA to strengthen its draft to mirror what Colorado has in place - including 
regulating existing sources of methane pollution. Regulation works here and will work 
nationally. Methane pollution is a national problem that requires a national response. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Karen Sjoberg, Chairperson 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizens for Clean Air (CCA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: We support the proposed methane emission standards, introduced on August 18, 
2015. We believe the new proposal is a critical step towards safeguarding the public health and 
welfare of current and future generations by mitigating the impacts of climate change. 

Here on the western slope of the Rocky Mountains, we have lived with the impacts of oil and gas 
drilling for decades. For many years we have fought for strong regulations to mitigate the health 
and environmental effects of drilling and transporting these resources. We applaud your work on 
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the methane proposal in the firm belief that the EPA should provide highly proactive measures 
for the oil and gas industry since oil and gas development is the largest industrial source of 
methane pollution in the U.S. We understand the proposed safeguards are widely accessible and 
economically feasible. Additionally, the capture and sale of methane will improve company 
profits. 

Creating strong new methane pollution standards is the right thing to do for the sake of our 
country's future. The cost of ignoring methane and other harmful pollutants will result in huge 
human, environmental and economic loss that our children and grandchildren will have to deal 
with ifwe don't. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: D. Weiss 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5289 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: So, I want to thank the EPA for these long awaited proposed rules to reduce the 
VOCs and in particular, the methane generated by the gas/oil industry. These proposed regs are a 
part of a bigger pich1re, President Obama's Climate Action Plan. While the proposal includes 
many positives, it falls short, not only in a big picture way but also in its disregard of important 
details. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: A. Bradley 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5300 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: I am writing to voice my support for the EPA's proposal to amend new source 
performance standards for methane and VOCs. 

I believe now is the time for the proposed new source performance standards for two reasons. 
First, because natural gas "mines" must be moved every two-to-three years, regulating natural 
gas via restrictions on new sources is much more likely to have a positive net affect than EPA's 
previous attempts to regulate new coal-fired power plants. Whereas the coal industry could evade 
regulation by increasing production in existing plants, natural gas producers will be forced to 
adhere to the new standards when their current mining site dries up. Second, it is in the energy 
sector's best interest to find leaks and capture escaping gas. Escaping gas equals escaping profits. 
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Because the market is increasingly competitive, the producer that finds the most cost-effective 
way to adhere to EPA's new standards will see a boost in overall natural gas production. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: D. Curran 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: In the coming months EPA should carefully consider comments from interested 
parties in an attempt to achieve reasonable, cost-effective regulations. However, EPA should be 
cautious during this process and avoid heading misleading comments. In particular, opponents of 
the regulations from organizations such as the American Petroleum Institute or the Colorado 
Petroleum Council will argue that regulating methane emissions from the oil and natural gas 
sectors is not only unnecessary but inappropriate. They have pointed to data highlighting that 
methane emissions from the oil and natural gas sector have declined in recent years, and argue 
that the industry has sufficient financial motivations to reduce fugitive methane emissions on its 
own, with regulations only hindering that process. While the claim that the oil and gas sector's 
financial motivations have contributed (at least in part) to the decline in methane emissions is 
most likely true, that should not lead to the conclusions that methane emissions reductions are 
unnecessary. Arguments that state regulations are unnecessary are flawed on multiple accounts. 
First, regulations that limit leaks from methane infrastructure such as pipelines or compressors 
amount to regulations on the "efficiency" of certain aspects of the oil and gas sector - leaks 
reduce the efficiency of delivering energy across a pipeline. If opponents' arguments against 
methane emissions are to be taken seriously, that would suggest that measures to regulate 
efficiency in the energy industry are never appropriate if there is already an existing financial 
motivation to improve efficiency. This line of reasoning is preposterous. All producers and users 
of energy have an inherent motivation to improve efficiency when it makes financial sense. Yet 
practical experience has shown the failures to make cost-effective improvements in the 
production and use of energy are classic examples of"market failures." Common sense 
efficiency regulations, such as building codes or EnergyStar for appliances, have been shown to 
be cost-effective ways of improving efficiency in the face of market failures. The oil and gas 
industry is not immune from the problem of energy efficiency market failures. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: John Arensmeyer, Founder & CEO 
Commenter Affiliation: Small Business Majority 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5676 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 
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Comment: As a national organization representing America's 28 million small businesses, 
Small Business Majority is writing in support of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
(EPA) proposed revisions to the 2012 New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for the oil and 
gas industry. By reducing methane emissions, the proposed rule has the potential to mitigate the 
harmful impacts of climate change on small businesses-including economic uncertainty and high 
costs associated with increased incidences of extreme weather. Moving forward with the rule 
will ultimately benefit small businesses by creating an environment where they can continue 
their role as America's primary job creators and drive innovation. 

Small Business Majority's scientific opinion polling found 76% of small businesses are in favor 
of the EPA determining federal limits on power plants' emissions of greenhouse gases such as 
methane, carbon dioxide and nitrous oxide. Additionally, 71% believe it's important for our 
economy that government continues to invest in clean energy. 

These findings are no surprise considering small business owners' serious concerns regarding 
climate change and extreme weather. Small Business Majority's scientific opinion polling found 
57% of small businesses believe climate change and extreme weather events like Hurricane 
Sandy are urgent problems that can disrupt the economy and harm small businesses. 
Additionally, one-third of small business owners have personally seen examples of extreme 
weather impacting their small business or someone around them. Because many small businesses 
operate on small margins, even a day of lost business from a storm or flood can be devastating
especially considering the median cost of downtime from a small business affected by an 
extreme weather event is $3,000 per day. 

Climate change and extreme weather events caused by greenhouse gases are causing real 
financial hardships for small businesses, and it's important we act now to mitigate their effects. 
In fact, studies estimate that the economic losses due to climate change-related weather events 
will range between $180 billion to $44 trillion in the next 25 years. It's urgent we move forward 
with strong emissions standards-including the EPA's proposed rule to cut methane pollution-to 
protect small businesses from these impacts and provide them with the resources they need to 
grow. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Colorado Latino Community Members to Senator Bennet 
Commenter Affiliation: Colorado Latino Community Members 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5680 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: As leaders of Colorado's large and growing Latino community we write to you today 
to request your support on an important issue-- federal action to reduce methane pollution and 
waste from the oil and gas industry. As representatives of the one in five Coloradans who are 
Latino, we request you support and help us strengthen coming methane pollution standards from 
both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Bureau of Land Management. 
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Unfortunately, in the U.S. and here in Colorado, Latino communities are among the first and 
worst impacted by the unhealthy air quality that today is being worsened by methane pollution: 

• Many Latinos live in the country's most air-polluted cities, and as methane pollution and 
associated smog forming pollution make our air quality worse, our families' health gets 
worse; already, 14 percent of Latino children have received an asthma diagnosis, and 
they are 40 percent more likely to die from this condition than are non -Latino white 
children. 

• Leaks as well as intentional venting and flaring of methane gas at drilling sites also 
deprives Latino communities of a needed source of revenue- funding that could be put to 
bear to improve health care, schools and other necessary local infrastructure in 
communities that are seeing the heaviest drilling impacts. An in-depth analysis by ICF 
International estimates that fugitive and vented losses from oil and natural gas operations 
on federal and tribal lands alone amounted upwards of $330 million in wasted gas in 
2013, with $26 million in this waste coming from Colorado alone. 

• Methane is also the most significant driver of climate change in the near-term, and Latino 
communities face greater threats from climate change because of where we work- for 
example, climate-exacerbated extreme heat increases the risks to Latinos who make up 
one in four workers in the outdoor industries of construction and agriculture. Our 
communities also face serious challenges to resilience, the ability to bounce back after a 
climate-related disaster-like the unusually strong wildfires and floods we have seen 
across the Western U.S. in recent years- because one in four Latinos lives under the 
poverty line. 

That's why addressing methane pollution is so important- and solutions for cutting methane 
emissions are not only readily available, they are also highly cost effective and will help save a 
valuable American energy resource. This is a win-win-win situation for Latinos and for all 
Americans, protecting our health, saving energy, and helping address climate change. We urge 
you to ensure that the BLM rules currently being considered by the Office of Management and 
Budget and the EPA rules currently out for public comment are as strong as possible and are 
finalized as soon as possible. 

Colorado has led on this issue becoming the first state in the nation to directly regulate methane 
pollution from our oil and gas industry. The Colorado example shows that strong standards to 
reduce pollution from both new and existing sources in the oil and 
gas industry are possible. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Colorado Latino Community Members to Senator Bennet 
Commenter Affiliation: Colorado Latino Community Members 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5680 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 
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Comment: Recent polling shows that this issue is of utmost importance to Latinos. 85 percent of 
Latinos believe reducing air pollution is an important issue our leaders needs to address, and 74 
percent believe the same of preventing global warming. Yet many Latinos don't have the 
resources to recover from the asthma attack of a child, or the heat stroke of a parent who works 
outside, that sent them to the ER. 

Federal action is necessary because without it, this problem is only projected to get worse. EPA's 
latest greenhouse gas inventory concludes that in 2013, the oil and gas industry released more 
than 7. 3 million metric tons of methane into the atmosphere from their operations -a three percent 
increase over 2012-making it the largest industrial source of methane pollution in the U.S. And 
without strong action, methane pollution from the oil and natural gas industry is projected to 
increase approximately 25 percent over the next 10 years. 

Colorado has shown what is possible, it is now time for the EPA and BLM to act and help bring 
the rest of the nation up to our bar. For these reasons we ask that you strongly support and help 
strengthen new EPA and BLM rules designed to reduce wasteful methane leaks, venting and 
flaring. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: K. Rowlett 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5750 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: Thank you for proposing the new methane pollution standard. And thank you for 
your dedication to protecting public health and mitigating climate change by regulating 
greenhouse gas emissions. No one should have to fear that the air they are breathing might be a 
threat to their health or the health of their loved ones - that's why I support a strong methane 
pollution standard. 

For far too long, the oil and gas industry has been allowed to get away with carelessly releasing 
methane and other toxic chemicals into the air that all of us --including our children-- breathe. 
Taking steps to cut these emissions makes sense for our health and for our planet which is 
suffering from the impacts of climate change. 

Curbing methane is a "win-win-win-win" that can save fuel, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
improve air quality and improve pipeline safety, and I stand at the ready to support swift action. 
Doing so is a critical near-term step toward implementation of President Obama's Climate 
Action Plan and continued U.S. leadership on climate protection and healthier air. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: T. Davis 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6243 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: My basis for supporting the rule is as follows: 

(A) Fugitive emissions are a major issue in the oil & gas sector: 

• A 2012 NOAA study concluded that as much as 11.7 percent of all natural gas produced 
in Utah's Uintah Basin escapes into the atmosphere (see Anna Karion et al., Methane 
Emissions Estimate from Airborne Measurements over a Western United States Natural 
Gas Field, 40 GEOPHYSICAL RES. LETTERS 4393,4396 (2013)). 

(B) Due in part to geography/topography, fugitive VOCs/HAPs/methane emissions often result 
in high levels of ozone in many oil & gas producing areas -particularly during wintertime 
inversions (see Joel Minor, Completing the Bridge to Nowhere: Prioritizing Oil and Gas 
Emissions Regulations in Western States, 34 STANFORD ENVTL. L. J. 57, 66 (2015)). 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Deborah Burney-Sigman, President, Board of Directors 
Commenter Affiliation: Breathe Utah 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6246 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: Reducing the amount of methane that is leaked, flared, and vented during oil & gas 
production is beneficial on multiple fronts. Captured methane: 

• (A) can be delivered to market, constituting a source of profit for producers and a source 
of revenue for states. 

• (B) removes a GHG liability; methane not flared displaces other fossil fuels in the market 
(e.g., 'recycled' energy). 

• (C) reduces ambient air toxics that are emitted along with methane in oil & gas fields. 

A 2012 NOAA study concluded that as much as 11.7 percent of all natural gas produced in 
Utah's Uintah Basin escapes into the atmosphere. These fugitive emissions amount to lost 
royalties for the Ute tribe, the State and counties of Utah, and U.S. taxpayers. Moreover, the air 
toxics contained in fugitive emissions contribute to negative health outcomes for oil & gas sector 
workers and residents in nearby communities, as well as impacting local flora and fauna. 

The unique topography ofUtah's Uintah Basin contributes to the accumulation of fugitive 
emissions. Many of the compounds that are emitted along with methane contribute to the 
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chemistry that creates high levels of ozone, particularly when snow cover and associated cold air 
pooling events (e.g., wintertime inversions) are present. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Haley Colson Lewis, Programs Manager and Michael Hansen, Interim 
Executive Director 
Commenter Affiliation: GASP 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6436 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: As a nonprofit, health advocacy organization fighting for healthy air in Alabama, 
GASP strongly supports the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) first-ever proposal to 
reduce methane pollution. The Proposed New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for the oil 
and gas industry are a welcome, mandatory set of standards for the oil and gas industry. The 
health impacts attributable to climate change due to methane pollution are not only a concern to 
GASP, but these health impacts should also concern all Alabama citizens. 

As of2014, Alabama has 6,118 active producing gas wells. These are potential sources of 
methane emissions as well as sources of other dangerous pollutants such as benzene, toluene, and 
other harmful co-pollutants that are dangerous to Alabamians' health. Volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) are released at all stages of natural gas production. Many VOCs are 
precursors to ozone and cause adverse health effects. Such short term effects are eye, nose and 
throat irritation, headaches, nausea, dizziness and exacerbation of existing respiratory issues such 
as asthma. Long term effects of breathing VOCs are an increased risk of cancer, kidney, liver 
and central nervous system damage. 

Because the oil and gas sector contribute to 29% of U.S. methane emissions, more than any other 
sector, the EPA has acted prudently with this proposed rule. Recent studies have shown that as 
much as 10% of methane extracted from the ground is leaked into the atmosphere. Since 
methane is emitted into the atmosphere during production, processing, storage, transmission and 
distribution of natural gas, I applaud EPA for proposing these rules to regulate hydraulically 
fractured natural gas and oil wells and implementing surveys of compressor stations releasing 
fugitive emissions. 

GASP supports the methane and VOC standards for emissions sources not currently covered by 
the NSPS. 

This proposed rule is long overdue. GASP urges the EPA to not weaken this rule in its final 
version. The EPA has the authority under the Clean Air Act to require methane capture 
technologies across the oil and gas sector. If these rules were to be finalized as they are, 
communities would be spared the health effects of air pollution and emissions that contribute to 
climate change would be reduced. Accordingly, GASP strongly supports the proposed rule and 
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enthusiastically welcomes and hopes for its implementation, without EPA weakening any of its 
prOVISIOnS. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: J. Young 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6469 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: We support the EPA's proposals as a means to begin to address the climate crisis 
exacerbated by the fracking boom and reduce harm to communities living with the burden of the 
oil and gas industry. 

We urge the EPA to make the changes needed to ensure that these rules are sufficiently strong to 
protect public health and tackle climate change. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: T. Bacci 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: While no amount of regulation can ever make fracked gas a clean energy source, we 
support efforts to capture methane, repair leaks, and aggregate disparate sources of methane and 
other air pollution along the oil and gas supply chain. These important pollution controls will not 
only help stave off catastrophic climate change but will also protect communities from harm 
imposed by the oil and gas industry. 

We support the EPA's proposals as a means to begin to address the climate crisis exacerbated by 
the fracking boom and reduce harm to communities living with the burden of the oil and gas 
industry. We urge the EPA to make the changes needed to ensure that these rules are sufficiently 
strong to protect public health and tackle climate change. Regulating existing sources of air 
pollution, coupled with an immediate shift to an economy that depends on clean, renewable 
energy -- not fossil fuels -- are steps that must follow in order to the avoid the most devastating 
effects of catastrophic climate change. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 
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Commenter Name: S. Hathaway 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6473 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: While no amount of regulation can ever make fracked gas a clean energy source, we 
support efforts to capture methane, repair leaks, and aggregate disparate sources of methane and 
other air pollution along the oil and gas supply chain. These important pollution controls could 
not only help to stave off the most catastrophic effects of global warming ("climate change"), but 
could protect communities from some of the vast harm imposed by the oil and gas industry, 
which controls U.S. environmental policy. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: S. Hathaway 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6473 
Comment Excerpt Number: 9 

Comment: We would support the EPA's proposals as a means of finally beginning to address 
the climate crisis exacerbated by the fracking boom and to reduce harm to communities living 
with the burden of the oil and gas industry, but that's not what they're really for, are they? 
They're there to make a show of environmental protection that you have no intention of 
following through with. Nonetheless, we urge the EPA to make the changes needed to ensure 
that these rules are sufficiently strong to protect public health and tackle global warming--THEN 
ENFORCE THEM. As if 

Regulating existing sources of air pollution, coupled with an immediate shift to an economy that 
depends on clean, renewable energy--not fossil fuels--are steps we must, and as always won't, 
follow in order to the avoid the most devastating effects of catastrophic global warming. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Bill Thompson, Chairman 
Commenter Affiliation: National Tribal Air Association (NTAA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6705 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: The NTAA approves generally of the Proposed Rule and provides recommendations 
for outstanding issues NTAA has identified in the Proposed Rule. The oil and natural gas 
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industry is causing millions of tons of methane, volatile organic compounds (VOCs ), and 
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) to be emitted into the air that are harming human health and the 
environment, and speeding up climate change. The oil and natural gas industry must be held 
accountable for these emissions. The Proposed Rule creates this accountability and helps to 
move the Obama Administration closer to its goal of reducing oil and natural gas sector methane 
emissions 40-45% below 2012levels by 2025. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Bill Thompson, Chairman 
Commenter Affiliation: National Tribal Air Association (NTAA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6705 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: The oil and natural gas industry is one of the largest emitters of methane, a 
greenhouse gas with a global warming potential more than 25 times greater than that of carbon 
dioxide. Methane pollution threatens public welfare in a number of ways by contributing to long
lasting changes in our climate that can have a range of negative effects on human health and the 
environment. The impacts vary regionally and seasonally and may include longer, more intense 
and more frequent heat waves; more intense precipitation events and storm surges; and less 
precipitation and more prolonged drought. The negative health effects associated with climate 
change are especially damaging for vulnerable populations including the elderly, young children, 
and those individuals already in poor health. 

Indian Tribes are not immune from the effects of climate change. Like the rest of the nation, its 
populations are suffering from the health effects of climate change. Further, Tribes are seeing the 
effects of climate change through increased storm surges, erosion, and flooding; prolonged 
droughts never seen in modern times; and increased fires and insect pest outbreaks in their 
forests. These are just a few snapshots of what is happening on and around the lands of this 
nation's 567 federally recognized Tribes. 

Indian Tribes are also affected much differently than the rest of the nation as their cultures are 
integrated into the ecosystems ofNorth America; and many Tribal economies are heavily 
dependent on the use of fish, wildlife, and native plants. Even where Tribal economies are 
integrated into the national economy, Tribal cultural identities continue to be deeply rooted in the 
natural environment. As climate change disrupts biological communities, the survival of some 
Tribes as distinct cultures may be at risk. The loss of traditional cultural practices, due to 
climate-driven die-off or range shift of culturally significant plant and animal species, may prove 
to be too much for some Tribal cultures to withstand on top of other external pressures that they 
face. 

Climate-driven disruption of biological communities is also having a considerable effect on the 
treaty rights of Indian Tribes. Many such treaties preserve hunting, fishing, and gathering rights 
for Tribes on their lands and in the usual and accustomed areas. Some Tribes are finding that the 
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animals and/or plants on which they depend for their cultural practices and identity have either 
migrated to lands not under their control or have disappeared altogether. How does one begin to 
value this type of loss for a Tribe? Further, methane emitted today can remain in the atmosphere 
up to 12 years, meaning that the full impacts of these emissions on Tribes and their culture may 
not be seen for many years into the future. 

Regional 

In May 2014, the NTAA released the Status of Tribal Air Report that highlights regional impacts 
from climate change: 

Alaska: There is coastal erosion; melting permafrost threatens civil infrastructure in remote 
villages as well as food security as underground food cellars thaw; and Alaska Native Villages 
are unique because they face firsthand the effects of climate change, which has already resulted 
in the relocation of several villages away from eroding coastlines. A 2003 U.S. General 
Accountability Office study identified more than 200 Alaska Native Villages affected to some 
degree by flooding and erosion and 31 villages facing imminent threats that are compelling them 
to consider permanent relocation. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' March 2009 Alaska 
Baseline Erosion Assessment identified many villages threatened by erosion, but did not assess 
flooding impacts. At least 12 of the 31 threatened villages have decided to relocate-in part or 
entirely-or to explore relocation options (GAO, 2009). 

Northwest: Changes in hydrology and water chemistry impact fisheries resources and shellfish 
(ocean acidification); and storm surges threaten coastal areas and Tribal lands along the coasts, 
which may result in the possible relocation of Tribes. 

Southwest: Increased aridity threatens vegetation that is critical for stabilizing sediments which 
can lead to greater more severe and frequent dust storms and dune mobilization. Higher 
temperatures and increased droughts will lead to more intense forest fires and reduced grazing 
potential. 

Plains: There are spreads of pests that previously could not survive cooler climates, potential 
increases in weed species due to more carbon dioxide in the atmosphere, higher temperatures, 
and changes in precipitation and decreases in soil moisture and water availability. The region's 
main water supply, the Ogallala Aquifer, is also threatened. Without alternative resources and 
better water management practices, projected temperature increases, more frequent droughts, and 
higher rates of evaporation are likely to further stress the water supply. 

Great Lakes: Heat waves are becoming more frequent, cold periods are becoming more rare, and 
snow and ice are arriving later in the fall and melting earlier in the spring. Ticks and mosquitoes 
will survive in greater numbers as winters become milder and will increase the risks of spreading 
diseases such as Lyme disease and West Nile virus. 

Gulf Coast: Projected sea level rise, increased hurricane intensity, and associated storm surges 
may lead to further erosion, flooding, and property damage in the Southeast. 
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Northeast: Projected increases in heavy precipitation and likely sea level rise may lead to more 
frequent, damaging floods in this region. Large portions of the region may become unsuitable for 
growing some fruit varieties and some crops, such as cranberries, apples, blueberries, grain, and 
soybeans. Similarly, by the end of the century, only a small portion of the Northeast may be 
suitable for maple syrup production. In contrast, the region could see a longer growing season for 
a number of other crops, which would provide potential benefits to society. 

NT AA recognizes that the Proposed Rule is a positive action towards reducing uncontrolled 
methane emissions in order to protect Indian Tribes and their cultures from climate change 
impacts, not only for current generations, but also for future generations to come. 

Health and Environmental Impacts 

The NTAA is deeply concerned about the HAPs, methane, and VOCs emitted throughout the oil 
and natural gas development cycle. HAPs, such as benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes, and 
n-hexane, are linked to numerous human health hazards including cancer, reproductive, 
developmental, and neurological damage. Further, methane and VOCs are precursors to ground
level ozone which can cause a number of harmful health and environmental impacts. 

Health Impacts 

Exposure to ground-level ozone can harm the human respiratory system (the upper airways and 
lungs), aggravate asthma and other lung diseases, and cause premature death from respiratory 
and cardiovascular causes. Such effects can lead to increased visits to doctors, hospital 
admissions, school absences; and may increase the risk of premature death from heart or lung 
disease. 

Indian Tribes and their members are disproportionately susceptible to the health effects of 
ground-level ozone. Exposure to ground-level ozone can adversely affect Tribal community 
members including children, Tribal elders, members with asthma, and others who gather and use 
plants of cultural significance. Several studies show that Native Americans and Alaska Natives 
have a disproportionate incidence of asthma and are at risk from exposure to ozone. Specifically, 
American Indian and Alaska Native children are 80 percent more likely to have asthma as non
Hispanic white children. 

Environmental Impacts 

Ground-level ozone has also been shown to adversely impact the environment, which includes 
impacts on vegetation, ecosystems, and their associated services. Ground-level ozone causes 
visible foliar injury to plants and trees, decreased photosynthesis, changes in reproduction, and 
loss in forest growth and in the biomass of trees. Further, ground-level ozone can make sensitive 
species more susceptible to certain diseases, insects, competition, harsh weather, and other 
pollutants, which, in tum, can have adverse impacts to ecosystems such as changes to habit 
quality and water and nutrient cycles, and loss of species diversity. Some of these species can 
also include those on which Indian Tribes depend for subsistence, medicine, or other traditional 
practices that have existed since time immemorial. 
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The NT AA supports the Proposed Rule for the health and environmental benefits that it will 
provide based on an expected reduction in ground-level ozone, the result of methane and VOC 
emission reductions from oil and natural gas facilities. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: S. Boles 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6748 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: My name is Steve Boles and I am commenting on the proposed methane rule. There 
are several things that should be taken into consideration about this action that if not regulated 
would be detrimental to the public. 

First is the mixture of greenhouse gases like carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide and others 
that are harmful to the public and cause climate change and therefore also affect future 
generations. Oil and gas emit large amounts of methane and are supposed to be one of the largest 
emitters of greenhouse gases in the United States, fossil fueled electricity being the first largest 
emitter. 

Second, regulation of methane is an issue that has been proposed several times for 
reconsideration of the EPA. 

Third is the plan to cut methane emissions due to oil and gas by 45%. This will require serious 
coordination with all entities within the United States but to achieve the goal of cutting emissions 
all will have to work together. 

Next I would like to point out the effects of oil and natural gas emissions and why we need to 
regulate them. The three biggest toxins emitted by oil and natural gas are greenhouse gases, 
volatile organic compounds, and sulfur dioxide. These three emissions cause significant air 
pollution and are a danger to public health. There is a certain amount of gases that are absorbed 
by the ocean; however, we have well exceeded that amount and the excess gases are being 
released into the atmosphere, thus warming it and causing climate change. There have been 
many studies done on greenhouse gases and it has been found that they are at extremely high 
levels. This is anticipated to harm the public health and also to endanger the planet for future 
generations. 

The effects of these gases is that they raise the average temperature of the earth causing heat 
waves which can increase sickness and even cause death. Another big change is to that of the 
weather. With a less stable environment and more temperature change, storms will be far bigger 
with more rain, and hurricanes on the coasts will be more frequent and intense. Also, the ozone 
pollution will extend over a greater area and will intensify in the big cities where ozone pollution 
is already a problem. 
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Climate change also affects the water supply as the ice packs melt which in tum will increase 
runoff from the mountains into our rivers and streams. This is dangerous because the timing of 
the melting snow and ice will change due to the lack of slow releases of water from melting 
snow and can cause flooding and possible land and mud slides as the landscape is washed away 
at an unusual rate. The warming of temperature will also affect the farming community and the 
crops that they can grow. Coastal areas will be placed at more of a risk as the sea level rises and 
the storms increase in intensity and frequency. Global warming also places a threat to ecosystem 
services that are necessary for our survival. 

In addition to the future effects of climate change, we are seeing results of our actions now. We 
have seen a correlation of increase in cars, greenhouse gases, and other pollutants into the 
atmosphere with a rise in temperature over the past 4 decades. There is also evidence that 
suggests that these gases have more than doubled the amount of heat waves in some areas. The 
sea level has also increased by almost 8 inches over the last century, and that is largely due to 
global warming and the emission of greenhouse gases. 

These are just a few of the many reasons why I support this proposal to regulate the emissions of 
greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. It is detrimental to us as a people and it needs to be 
mitigated. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: A. Banda 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6759 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: As VOCs and methane are a hazard to human health and Earth it is imperative that 
these (among many other compounds be regulated). The oil and natural gas sectors are currently 
the nation's largest emitters of volatile compounds. I wholeheartedly agree that the EPA should 
continue with their proposal of a 95% reduction of methane and VOC emissions from all major 
equipment used in operations nationwide on all compressors. In many ways it is imperative that 
the EPA require the owner and operators stay up to date on all preventative maintenance for all 
equipment used in the oil and natural gas operations. For those operations that are currently in 
heavy violation of the proposed rules that they be fixed within the proposed 15 day period upon 
discovery. The EPA's semiannual review periods will be a great benefit to the monitoring of any 
future violations ofVOC emissions. All of these regulations will be beneficial to local 
communities and will be even more beneficial to areas of the United States that are approaching 
or have exceeded the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone. The EPA has done an 
excellent job at detecting the amount of Methane and VOCs emitted in to the atmosphere. As 
laid out in the proposal there are numerous examples of how the EPA began to arrive at the 
proposed actions. One such example was when President Obama issued the Climate Action Plan, 
which was part of a plan developed by various government agencies to lower emissions in the 
US. The emissions were found to be large contributors to climate change. The oil and natural gas 
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sectors must be stringently regulated in regards to their VOC emissions because it affects the 
world as a whole and does not allow for the gas and oil industries to be considered sustainable 
energy sources. I agree with the following statement, "Impacts of climate change on public 
welfare also include threats to social and ecosystem services. Climate change is expected to 
result in an increase in peak electricity demand, Extreme weather from climate change threatens 
energy, transportation, and water resource infrastructure." 

Climate change in general can be seen throughout the world as examined and studied by very 
credible sources to be harmful and very threatening to the world. Where the world is hot it is 
getting hotter and areas where it is wet it is getting wetter. Sea level rise is an ever present threat 
to our world and heavy emissions of VOCs do not slow those consequences down. As it has been 
laid out by the NRC there will be some consequences of the VOC emissions that will be 
irreversible and that the world must prepare to give and receive humanitarian aid as it is 
predicted that sea level rise is imminent at the rate toxic emissions are being hurled into our 
atmosphere. Among many of the VOCs methane is known to be a "precursor to ground-level 
ozone." Methane emissions affect ozone concentrations globally and on decadal time scales. 
VOCs on the other hand act on a much quicker scale and are a threat to human health and 
wellness. With the vast amount of VOCs and other compounds emitted by natural gas and oil 
operations in the US they are a large contributor to the depletion of ozone. The effects of human 
exposure to ozone is devastating and is a potential cause oflung and/or heart diseases as well as 
death. Persons with respiratory illnesses will be greatly affected by VOC emissions and the 
estimated 25 million people with asthma will greatly increase. The affect VOCs will have on 
plant and animal life is unprecedented and the will potentially destroy many ecosystems that now 
inhabit our planet. In the years to come many of the places on earth we deem to be beautiful and 
lush will cease to exist and it will be because of the ecological footprint humans have left on the 
planet. The large regulation of VOCs and methane will be a much needed Segway into the 
decades to come; as we learn to improve and implement sustainable practices we will come to 
ask ourselves why we even really utilized oil and natural gas to begin with if it harmed the 
environment. There is still a vast majority of industries that need to amend the effects they are 
having on the environment and with the EPA proposing a rule that would prohibit a certain 
quantity of emissions to flow is a grand stride that is paving the way for future industries to 
follow suit. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: F. Field 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6763 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: Thanks to new, proposed standards from the EPA, we have a unique opportunity to 
slash the dangerous climate pollution spewing from oil & gas operations-but we're seeing the 
typical, knee-jerk opposition from industry. 
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I fully support the EPA in standing up against climate pollution. 

Industry's main argument is that EPA protections are "unnecessary" because oil & gas can drive 
down emissions "voluntarily." But fewer than one percent of producers have signed up for the 
EPA's voluntary programs. And secondly-if industry is planning on reducing emissions 
anyway, why fight the standards? Why not embrace the opportunity and cooperate with the 
EPA? 

The truth is, the oil & gas industry is the largest industrial source of methane -- a potent climate 
pollutant more than 80 times as powerful as carbon dioxide in the short-term. It's warming our 
world right now, with devastating consequences. And the industry is rapidly expanding without 
critical environmental protections in place. 

We have the technology to fix this problem. Now, we just need industry to be compelled to 
implement it. 

I am standing up with the EPA against the oil & gas industry's attempts to weaken climate 
action. 

Thank you EPA for all you do! Thank you for taking this important step, setting the first-ever 
national methane limits for the oil & gas industry. 

As you're aware, methane is a powerful greenhouse gas, 84 times more potent than carbon 
dioxide in its first 20 years in the atmosphere, and responsible for 25% of the climate change 
we're experiencing today. If we have any hope of averting climate catastrophe, it must be 
addressed, and that's why I strongly support EPA's proposed regulations on industrial methane 
pollution. 

Cost-effective solutions are readily available. An entire industry devoted to reducing methane 
pollution, mostly made up of small businesses, is ready to tackle the problem, creating jobs while 
cutting costs. Momentum on this issue has been growing at the state and federal level, and now is 
the time to seize this opportunity and put meaningful regulations in place. 

The proposed rules set a strong and necessary foundation, and now I'm asking you to please 
finalize the strongest possible national health and environmental standards to limit methane 
pollution from the oil and gas industry. Our families, communities, and children are counting on 
your leadership. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Jonas Kron 
Commenter Affiliation: Trillium Asset Management, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6794 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 
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Comment: A report prepared by ICF International, which received important industry input, 
identified proven strategies that reduce oil and gas methane emissions by 40% at an average 
annual cost ofless than one cent per thousand cubic feet of produced natural gas. We believe that 
these strategies provide a sound basis not only to cut emissions, but also to provide a positive 
economic payback, as the value of captured gas appears to offset the cost. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Ali Mirzakhalili 
Commenter Affiliation: State of Delaware, Department ofNatural Resources & Environmental 
Control Division of Air Quality 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6796 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: The oil and gas sector's drilling, extraction, processing, and transmission operations 
emit significant levels of volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) 
emissions. These VOC and NOx emissions are often emitted from this sector in close proximity 
and elevation to each other, which provides for the atmospheric contact and mixing that 
facilitates the formation of ozone. The resultant ozone may then be transported and impact the air 
quality and compliance with the ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) in 
downwind areas. Delaware supports the EPA's efforts to reduce the emissions from the oil and 
gas sector to help reduce the downwind air quality impact of the oil and gas sector's drilling, 
processing, and transportation operations in order to improve the air quality in downwind areas. 
It is Delaware's opinion that EPA should continue to ensure that the subject emissions are 
controlled at the highest levels of efficiency and also ensure that the proposed action does not 
result in the ability of the oil and gas sector to increase the sector's rate of emissions from new or 
existing equipment. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Bob Keefe 
Commenter Affiliation: Environmental Entrepreneurs (E2) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6802 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: Therefore, we support the broad application and inclusion of methane standards and 
emission control requirements to sources already regulated for volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) under the 2012 NSPS. We also support other provisions of the revised mle including the 
extension of standards to additional midstream sources to reduce methane emissions at 
transmission and storage segments and limits on venting gas during oil well completion. 
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The technologies to reduce methane emissions are widely available and affordable, and 
implementing them makes common sense for our public health, our economy and the country. 
E2 applauds the EPA for taking this step to limit methane pollution. This commitment will create 
value in our economy, improve the health of our work force, and ensure that our environment is 
healthy for future generations. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Roy Rusty Bennett 
Commenter Affiliation: Mehoopany Creek Watershed 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6816 
Comment Excerpt Number: 7 

Comment: We prefer regulation to the use of incentives. Incentives don't guarantee that the 
operators within our watershed will be participating and therefore, we may perhaps, very likely 
have less than the incentive practices the EPA is proposing. That doesn't sit well with us being 
our county's school age asthma rate is more than 10%. We certainly do not want to see more 
than 1 student for every ten with asthma. The EPA needs to be more protective of our air quality 
and regulations are the proven way to do that. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Roy Rusty Bennett 
Commenter Affiliation: Mehoopany Creek Watershed 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6816 
Comment Excerpt Number: 11 

Comment: In addition to harmful VOCs, we are also concerned about potent methane and 
fugitive emissions. In the first two decades after its release, methane is 84 times more potent than 
carbon dioxide. Methane, a potent contributor to climate change and main component of natural 
gas, is leaking across the oil and natural gas supply chain, at a rate of over 7 million tons per year 
-equivalent to the twenty year climate impact of 160 coal-fired power plants. Methane pollution 
from the oil and gas industry packs a double whammy to our health because, as Administrator 
McCarthy reminded us, its emissions are not only climate forcers, but are also "bottled up" with 
other pollutants like volatile organic compounds and toxics like benzene. This should give us 
double the motivation to reduce this unnecessary pollution. People exposed to toxic air pollutants 
like formaldehyde and benzene can have an increased chance of getting cancer or experiencing 
other serious health impacts, including damage to the immune system, and neurological, 
reproductive, developmental, respiratory and other health problems. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Roy Rusty Bennett 
Commenter Affiliation: Mehoopany Creek Watershed 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6816 
Comment Excerpt Number: 15 

Comment: Our members and those living within our watershed are noticing changes in our air 
quality. Some are experiencing sinus issues and headaches during times of activity near their 
homes. Some asthmatics are noting difficulty in adequately controlling their asthma. Located 
within our watershed is the local Mehoopany Elementary School, a school that has several well 
pads in distances ranging from about a mile to 2,500 ft. Across the river from the school, there 
are two nearby compressor stations, a proposed LNG plant, a proposed compressor station and at 
a little further distance, a proposed 20MW power plant. There is a large manufacturing plant in 
this area as well. Further from the school, but within our watershed is another compressor 
station, another slightly beyond our watershed (Wilmot Twp., Bradford County) is under 
constmction, a proposed 20MW power plant slightly beyond our watershed (Wilmot Twp., 
Bradford County) and more than 100 unconventional natural gas wells. Additionally, an operator 
owns 20 acres in an ideal location within Mehoopany Township in which to build another 
compressor station near wells and recently constmcted and operating gathering line 
infrastmcture. 

We are seeing that 70% of the emissions inventory is from traditional source points located 
within northwestern Wyoming County. Of the remaining 30% from the natural gas emissions 
inventory, 75% of the wells and nearly all the compressor stations are in northwestern Wyoming 
County. As a community, we are very concerned about our changing air quality and the lack of 
regulatory emphasis and concern placed on the public's health and safety within the development 
areas. Our watershed, our topography is uniquely situation that we have areas of heavy fog and 
lingering inversions. Inversions that now have greater amounts of particulate matter and harmful 
VOCs and HAPs. Please keep this in mind as you determine the regulatory framework of the 
New Source Performance Standards. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: National Wildlife Federation et al. 
Commenter Affiliation: National Wildlife Federation et al. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6817 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: NWF and its extensive network of affiliates share a unique perspective as some of 
the nation's oldest and largest conservation organizations dedicated to protecting wildlife and the 
places we hunt, fish and recreate. These resources face growing threats from climate change and 
ground level pollution from oil and gas development. ... 
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We support the EPA's proposed mles to reduce methane emissions from the oil and gas industry. 
These standards will help to mitigate climate change and its associated impacts to wildlife and 
people by curtailing emissions of methane - an especially potent greenhouse gas - from new and 
modified sources. They will also limit emissions of other air pollutants that harm wildlife, pose 
health risks and threaten the enjoyment of outdoor activities like hunting, fishing, hiking, and 
wildlife watching which provide countless benefits to communities across the country .... 

Across the United States and around the world, climate change caused in large part by human 
activity poses an increasingly dire threat to wildlife, communities, and public health. 2014 was 
the hottest year in recorded history. 14 of the 15 warmest years on record have all occurred in the 
first 15 years of this century, and 2015 appears to be on track to be another record breaker. 
Changes to our climate are destroying critical wildlife habitat, causing habitat ranges to shift, 
increasing incidence of pests and invasive species, decreasing available food and water, changing 
the chemistry of the ocean, and increasing the rate of species' extinction. 

Warming temperatures, extreme weather events, droughts, sea level rise and ocean acidification 
all lead to habitat loss and species decline. Climate change also poses a direct threat to outdoor 
recreation, hunting, and fishing, with droughts, wildfires, loss of snowpack and higher 
temperatures impacting fisheries and outdoor activities across the country. 

Many of America's iconic species are threatened by climate change. Big game like moose, mule 
deer, elk, and pronghorn are particularly impacted by heat, drought, and an increase in parasites 
and disease due to climate change. Even small temperature increases in lakes, rivers, and streams 
can have dramatic impacts on fish such as salmon and trout. Due to these changes, trout are 
already disappearing from streams, big game populations are being pushed out of their historic 
ranges, and wetland habitats are vanishing for waterfowl. Upland fowl like northern bobwhite 
and sage grouse are also being impacted as climate change causes habitats to shift alongside 
rapid energy, agricultural and other development that impacts habitat. 

Methane from the oil and gas sector is a significant contributor to America's greenhouse gas 
emissions. Methane emissions account for about 10% ofhuman caused U.S greenhouse gas 
emissions. Oil and gas systems account for just under a third of these emissions. Indeed, existing 
oil and gas infrastructure currently is our largest source of methane pollution, and it is estimated 
that nearly 90% of projected emissions from oil and gas development in 2018 will come from 
existing infrastmcture. If the Administration is serious about reducing climate and public health 
risks from the oil and gas sector, comprehensive mles that cover existing wells and infrastructure 
will be necessary now. 

Federal standards to limit these emissions are necessary. Currently, less than 1% of oil and gas 
producers have participated in EPA's voluntary methane reduction program, even though most 
measures pay for themselves within a few years. Without these regulations, EPA projects that 
methane emissions from the oil and gas industry will increase by 25% in the next 10 years. 

Cutting methane pollution is also a vital piece of the President's Climate Action Plan, along with 
the Clean Power Plan and other important measures to limit carbon pollution. However, 
industrial oil and gas developments don't just release methane, they also emit other dangerous 
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pollutants that are harmful to public health and wildlife. In fact, the industry is one of the largest 
sources of ozone forming volatile organic compounds (VOCs ). Other pollutants include nitrogen 
oxides (NOx), and cancer-causing pollutants like benzene, toluene and formaldehyde. 

Harmful, ground-level ozone is created when VOCs react with NOx in the presence of sunlight. 
The recent expansion of oil and gas production has led to vast and unhealthy concentrations of 
ozone in rural and urban areas alike. Breathing ozone can lead to shortness of breath and chest 
pain, wheezing and coughing, exacerbation of lung conditions like asthma, inflammation of the 
lung lining, and increased susceptibility to respiratory infection. It can be especially harmful for 
children and those who are active outdoors, like many ofNWF's and its affiliates members and 
supporters. 

Ozone pollution from oil and gas systems furthermore affects sensitive vegetation and 
ecosystems, including growing trees and plants, forests, parks, wildlife refuges, and wilderness 
areas. Ozone can impact the ability of plants to photosynthesize, increase their susceptibility to 
disease and harm their visible appearance; all of which can impact wildlife habitat, species 
diversity, and the experiences of outdoor enthusiasts. Compounding this problem is the fact that 
average warmer temperatures caused by climate change (and contributed to by methane) increase 
the risk of unhealthy ozone levels because higher air temperatures enhance the conditions for 
ozone formation. Ozone is the main component of smog, which can be harmful to health and 
reduces visibility in many of our major cities as well as some of our most prominent landscapes 
and national parks, such as the Grand Canyon. 

In addition to mitigating climate change, the methane standards will ameliorate many of these 
other impacts by simultaneously reducing emissions and formation of the other damaging air 
pollutants. These reductions will benefit wildlife, public health and people's ability to enjoy the 
outdoors. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Robert M. Gould 
Commenter Affiliation: San Francisco Bay Area Physicians for Social Responsibility (SF Bay 
PSR) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6819 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: Methane, a powerful greenhouse gas, poses a severe threat to the world's climate 
and, thus, to human health and security. On the basis of the scientific evidence as put forth in the 
peer-reviewed medical and scientific literature, it is clear that high levels of methane escape into 
the atmosphere from oil and natural gas drilling and related activities, contributing to dangerous 
climate change. In addition, methane leaks are frequently accompanied by the leakage of VOCs 
known to be toxic to humans. For both of these reasons, SF Bay PSR calls for the strongest 
possible standards to be applied to methane and VOC emissions in new and modified sources in 
the oil and natural gas source category. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Robert M. Gould 
Commenter Affiliation: San Francisco Bay Area Physicians for Social Responsibility (SF Bay 
PSR) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6819 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: From a public health perspective, it is clear that as a nation we must move quickly to 
a system of truly clean energy sources and put in place rules that keep dirty, health-damaging 
fossil fuels in the ground: No amount of regulation can make oil or natural gas a truly clean 
energy source. In the meantime, SF Bay PSR supports efforts to capture methane and VOCs, 
repair leaks, and aggregate disparate sources of methane and other air pollutants along the oil and 
gas supply chain. Therefore, we view favorably the EPA's proposed changes to the methane 
pollution standard because they will reduce dangerous pollution leaks that harm communities 
and worsen climate change. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Commissioner Robert J. Klee 
Commenter Affiliation: Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
(DEEP) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6870 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: The State of Connecticut's Department ofEnergy and Environmental Protection 
("Department" or "DEEP") respectfully submits these comments in support of the Environmental 
Protection Agency's ("EPA's") proposed rule "Oil and Natural Gas Sector: Emission Standards 
for New and Modified Sources," published at 80 Federal Register 56,593 on September 18,2015 
("Proposed Rule"). 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Richard Eidlin, Vice President, Policy and Campaigns 
Commenter Affiliation: American Sustainable Business Council (ASBC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6916 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: Our business leaders applaud and support EPA for proposing the first federal 
regulations to cut methane pollution from new and modified sources in the oil and gas industry 
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These new standards will help maximize the use of proven, low-cost safeguards to end 
unnecessary pollution and avoid the worst economic impacts of climate change, including higher 
health care and energy costs, more frequent severe weather, and supply chain disruptions. 
Moreover, the technology to prevent methane emissions is widely available and affordable; 
increasing their use will yield benefits for our economy, our public health, and the country as a 
whole. Studies estimate that the costs and economic losses due to these climate change related 
storms will range between $180 billion to $44 trillion in the next 25 years. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Richard Eidlin, Vice President, Policy and Campaigns 
Commenter Affiliation: American Sustainable Business Council (ASBC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6916 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: Methane emissions accelerate the rate of climate change and threaten our economy 
and our environment. Methane is a highly potent greenhouse gas, up to 85 times more potent 
than carbon dioxide on a 20-year basis. The oil and natural gas industry, which is responsible for 
approximately a third of all U.S. methane emissions, has increased production in recent years 
and the trend is expected to continue in coming years. According to the 2014 Inventory ofU.S. 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks, the U.S. oil and gas industry leaks and intentionally 
releases almost eight million metric tons of methane a year. Therefore, we support the broad 
application and inclusion of methane standards and emission control requirements to sources 
already regulated for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) under the 2012 NSPS. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Cory Hansen, et al. 
Commenter Affiliation: Institute for Policy Integrity at New York University School of Law 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6931 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: Because Methane Emissions Are an Externality, the Proposed Rule Is Necessary 
to Secure All of the Methane Reductions that Are Socially Justified. 

This Proposed Rule marks important progress in reducing potent methane emissions from the oil 
and natural gas sector, the largest industrial source of methane in the United States. While EPA 
has indicated that it is also interested in voluntary approaches to design and implement programs 
to reduce fugitive emissions from the sector, a federal regulatory scheme is necessary to correct 
the under-incentive for individual actors to reduce all of the methane emissions that are socially 
optimal. Further, the Proposed Rule is cost-benefit justified, using EPA's Social Cost of 
Methane. 
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Methane is a potent greenhouse gas. When methane escapes into the atmosphere, it is extremely 
efficient at trapping heat: its global warming potential is up to 86 times greater than carbon 
dioxide in the first 20 years after release, and 34 times more powerful on a 100 year 
timeframe. Methane currently accounts for about 9 percent of total U.S. greenhouse gas 
emissions, and it contributes directly to the formation of ozone-another source of global 
warming and impaired air quality. Cutting methane emissions in the near term could slow the 
rate of global temperature rise over the next several decades, especially when combined with 
rigorous carbon dioxide mitigation. Sharp methane reductions could also delay imminent climate 
effects in the earth's most vulnerable regions, such as the Arctic. 

The oil and natural gas sector is the largest industrial source of methane in the United 
States. Emissions from the oil and gas industry represented nearly 29 percent of the total 
methane emissions from all sources in the United States. Under EPA's 2012 NSPS for VOCs, 
methane is regulated as a co-benefit. But because the 2012 standards were calibrated to minimize 
VOCs and not methane, they do not apply to most natural gas transmission, storage, and 
distribution components, or to oil well completions. 

The Proposed Rule is necessary to correct a market failure, which leads to oil and gas producers 
to capture less pollution than is socially optimal. Since methane (a primary component of natural 
gas) is a valuable commodity, private operators have some incentive to avoid methane leaks, as 
some methane can be profitably captured and resold. However, the upfront cost of buying and 
installing leak detection, repair, and prevention equipment may deter some companies from 
addressing leaks at their wells. In some cases, site-specific factors, such as low flow rates, make 
methane emission control more challenging or unprofitable. Moreover, there is some uncertainty 
with respect to the payback period and profit margin of these investments. 

Absent regulation, oil and gas producers will only capture as much methane and VOC emissions 
as they can profitably do, from a private welfare-maximizing perspective. But greenhouse gas 
and VOC emissions also impose significant costs on society-such as negative climate, health, 
and welfare impacts-that are not reflected in the market price of methane. In the absence of 
regulation, these costs will be borne not by the polluting firm, but by society as a 
whole. Therefore, voluntary programs are insufficient to reach optimal levels of methane 
reduction. Because methane and VOCs are externalities that impose costs on society-which we 
can estimate using tools like the Social Cost of Methane-regulation is required to capture all of 
the methane and VOC emissions that are cost-benefit justified from a social welfare-maximizing 
perspective. 

Additionally, state regulation is insufficient to correct this market failure. Because methane 
emissions contribute to a global phenomenon, states will experience only a fraction of methane's 
harms. Thus, state regulators do not have as great of an incentive to limit all of the emissions that 
are justified using tools like EPA's Social Cost of Methane. A regulatory scheme at the federal 
level is necessary to correct any under-incentive that states may have to regulate at socially 
optimal levels. 

Finally, EPA monetized the methane reductions of the Proposed Rule by using the Social Cost of 
Methane, and found the Rule to be benefit -cost justified on this basis. Policy Integrity, along 
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with Environmental Defense Fund, Natural Resources Defense Council, and the Union of 
Concerned Scientists, submitted separate comments in support of the Social Cost of 
Methane. The gross benefits of the Proposed Rule, applying the mean Social Cost ofMethane at 
a standard 3 percent discount rate, are approximately $200 to $210 million in 2020, and $460 to 
$550 million in 2025. The net benefits are estimated to be $43 million and $160 million, in 2020 
and 2025, respectively. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Richard W. Corey, Executive Officer 
Commenter Affiliation: California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6942 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: Strong national rules are needed to complement California's efforts. The U.S. EPA 
proposed rules are important to California as most of our natural gas is imported from out-of
state sources. Natural gas is one of the primary fuels that drive the State's energy system, but 
California produces only ten percent of in-state demand. As such, reductions in methane 
emissions on a national level due to the proposed rule will contribute to further emission 
reductions associated with California's natural gas use. Moreover, because immediate methane 
reductions are necessary to help stabilize the global climate, national level methane controls for 
the sector are critical to protecting Californians from the impacts of climate change. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: William P. Hite, General President, United Association of Journeymen & 
Apprentices 
Commenter Affiliation: Plumbing & Pipe Fitting Industry 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6950 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: We support the EPA's proposed rules and draft guidance. The proposals encourage 
the use of off-the-shelf, domestically-sourced energy technologies that ensure efficient, resilient 
energy production, transportation and utilization. The standards will also foster more 
comprehensive inspection, survey, reporting, and operational processes that should result in 
better working conditions and workplace practices and more fully capitalize on the expertise of 
union safety and training programs. 

The U A supports much of the EPA's proposed rules and draft guidance and agree that they will 
help combat climate change, reduce air pollution, reduce waste of a valuable energy resource and 
provide greater certainty about the Clean Air Act's permitting requirements for the oil and 
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natural gas industry. While there are several areas where we see the proposal delivers strong 
standards, we also have suggestions on where additional oversight may be of benefit. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Seth B. C. Shonkoff, Executive Director, Jake Hays, Director, 
Environmental Health Program and Renee L. Santoro Director, Energy Environment Program, 
Commenter Affiliation: PSE Healthy Energy 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6951 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: Methane Emission Co-Pollutants and Environmental Public Health 

EPA's proposed standards will also reduce emissions and formation of health -damaging air 
pollutants, including volatile organic compounds (VOC), hazardous air pollutants (HAP), 
particulate matter (PM2.5), and ground-level ozone. The scientific literature on air pollution 
associated with oil and gas development has grown significantly in recent years. While 
additional investigations are needed, the majority of primary research on non-methane VOCs 
indicates significantly elevated emissions and/or atmospheric concentrations in areas of active oil 
and gas development. 

A growing body of peer-reviewed science indicates that modem oil and gas development is 
associated with adverse health impacts. Recent studies have found evidence for the following: 
higher reported health symptoms per person among residents who live close to gas wells; greater 
prevalence of adverse birth outcomes, including preterm birth, congenital heart defects and 
neural tube defects, and low birth weight for infants born to mothers who live in high densities of 
and in close proximity to natural gas development compared to no natural gas development; and 
increased hospitalization rates for some medical categories, including cardiology and neurology, 
corresponding to higher numbers and densities of wells. Although there is still a dearth of 
quantitative epidemiology that assesses associations between risk factors and health outcomes, 
there is a growing body of evidence that indicates significant environmental hazards, public 
health risks, and actual adverse health outcomes. In fact, the majority of all the available peer
reviewed original research on public health and modem oil and gas development contain 
findings that suggest potential public health risks or actual adverse human health impacts. 

Modeling and field measurement studies have identified elevated ozone pollution in regions with 
oil and gas development, largely attributed to emissions of VOCs and nitrogen oxides from oil 
and gas development activities. Curtailing emissions of these VOCs and other ozone precursors 
would reduce the exposure of nearby communities to these pollutants and the subsequent risk of 
poor health endpoints, such as cancer, respiratory disease, adverse birth outcomes, and premature 
death. Although local exposures to air pollutant emissions from oil and gas development have 
not been well characterized, research indicates that intermittent spikes in emissions may pose 
additional risks to nearby human populations. 
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Field-based monitoring of air quality and air pollutant emissions from the oil and gas sector have 
identified benzene and formaldehyde as a particular concern. These compounds contribute more 
to overall cancer risks in the United States than any other hazardous air pollutants. Both benzene 
and formaldehyde have been measured in the air near oil and gas operations in concentrations 
that exceed federal guidelines for elevated acute and health-based risk levels in various parts of 
the country, including Pennsylvania, Wyoming, and Arkansas. Regional scale air quality studies 
have shown that oil and gas operations are a significant source of ambient benzene 
concentrations and benzene emissions associated with natural gas development were identified as 
a driver of elevated cancer hazard in Colorado. Chronic exposure to benzene also increases the 
risk of leukemia in workers and children. Maternal exposure to airborne benzene has been 
associated with decreases in birth weight and neonatal head circumference as well as with neural 
tube defects among offspring. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Lois Huff, Chair 
Commenter Affiliation: Sierra Club Coastal Bend Group 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6954 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: The Coastal Bend Regional Group would like to add that the EPA mles provide 
certainly for industry, a benefit to industry- and to jobs! One thing that industry often reports is 
that they are happy to follow the standards, as long as all involved know the standards; the 
implementation of objective mles that have a uniform standard will thus benefit industry. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Lois Huff, Chair 
Commenter Affiliation: Sierra Club Coastal Bend Group 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6954 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: As noted in the November 2 comment, these proposed rule changes will put the state 
agencies in an unbiased position where the political pressures of permit deadlines and lease 
agreement time constraints will not dominate over objective mles that benefit the environment, a 
benefit not to be overlooked. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

15-32 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00032 



Commenter Name: Mass Comment Campaign sponsored by The Climate Reality Project 
(Email)(7883) 
Commenter Affiliation: The Climate Reality Project 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6964 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: We know climate change is one of the greatest challenges the planet's ever faced and 
we know it's up to our generation to solve it. 

We're not willing to live in a world with rising seas, constant extreme weather, and climate 
refugees- and unlike the generation before us, we're not afraid to do what it takes to solve the 
climate crisis. 

We're starting by taking action right here at home. Methane leaks from the US oil and natural 
gas industry are wasting a usable energy source and driving global warming. 

Then we're taking the fight for our future to the biggest stage of all. With world leaders meeting 
at the UN climate talks in Paris this December to create a global agreement to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions, we can take a giant step forward in addressing climate change. So we have one 
simple demand for our leaders: 

Take climate action now. Create a world with zero global warming pollution and zero extreme 
poverty. 

Join us in demanding that President Obama sign a strong global agreement to cut emissions at 
the UN climate negotiations in Paris this December. With a breakthrough agreement in Paris and 
EPA action to cut methane leaks and carbon dioxide emissions from power plants at home, we 
can help make this year a turning point on climate change. And that's worth fighting for. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Mass comment campaign sponsored by Environmental Defense Fund 
(EDF) (Email)(186690) 
Commenter Affiliation: Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6965 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: Thank you for taking this important step, setting the first-ever national methane 
limits for the oil & gas industry. 

As you're aware, methane is a powerful greenhouse gas, 84 times more potent than carbon 
dioxide in its first 20 years in the atmosphere, and responsible for 25% of the climate change 
we're experiencing today. If we have any hope of averting climate catastrophe, it must be 
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addressed, and that's why I strongly support EPA's proposed regulations on industrial methane 
pollution. 

Cost-effective solutions are readily available. An entire industry devoted to reducing methane 
pollution, mostly made up of small businesses, is ready to tackle the problem, creating jobs while 
cutting costs. Momentum on this issue has been growing at the state and federal level, and now is 
the time to seize this opportunity and put meaningful regulations in place. 

The proposed rules set a strong and necessary foundation, and now I'm asking you to please 
finalize the strongest possible national health and environmental standards to limit methane 
pollution from the oil and gas industry. Our families, communities, and children are counting on 
your leadership. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Mass Comment campaign sponsored by Ohio Environmental Council 
(Email)(823) 
Commenter Affiliation: Ohio Environmental Council 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6966 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: Since the opening of the comment period, we have received 823 of comments from 
unique individuals (mainly Ohioans) in support of the EPA's standard to address and reduce 
methane and associated hitchhiker air pollutants from new and modified oil and gas sources. 

We applaud and thank you for this strong effort to protect Ohioans from a significant source of 
air pollution, and we look forward to seeing the finalization of this rule and the proposal of a 
similar rule to address methane and other air pollutants from existing oil and gas sources. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Mass Comment campaign sponsored by Save Our Environment 
(Email)(3 777) 
Commenter Affiliation: Save Our Environment 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6967 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: Thank you for taking this important step, setting the first-ever national methane 
limits for the oil & gas industry. 

As you're aware, methane is a powerful greenhouse gas, 84 times more potent than carbon 
dioxide in its first 20 years in the atmosphere, and responsible for 25% of the climate change 
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we're experiencing today. If we have any hope of averting climate catastrophe, it must be 
addressed, and that's why I strongly support EPA's proposed regulations on industrial methane 
pollution. 

Cost-effective solutions are readily available. An entire industry devoted to reducing methane 
pollution, mostly made up of small businesses, is ready to tackle the problem, creating jobs while 
cutting costs. Momentum on this issue has been growing at the state and federal level, and now is 
the time to seize this opportunity and put meaningful regulations in place. 

The proposed rules set a strong and necessary foundation, and now I'm asking you to please 
finalize the strongest possible national health and environmental standards to limit methane 
pollution from the oil and gas industry. Our families, communities, and children are counting on 
your leadership. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Fort Berthold Protectors of Water and Earth Rights (POWER) 
Commenter Affiliation: Fort Berthold Protectors of Water and Earth Rights (POWER) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6975 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: We are in support of the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed regulations to 
curb methane emissions. Reducing methane emissions is crucial to slowing down climate 
change. Our Earth should be protected and left in better condition than how we first found it. 
Methane gas is the second most prevalent greenhouse gas in the atmosphere. In September 2015, 
the North Dakota Industrial Commission granted the oil industry a one year extension on 
meeting its own proposed benchmark of85% capture. Currently, the state flares an average of 
20% of gas that comes up with the oil, that's 20 times higher than the national average. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Jennifer Cassel, Staff Attorney 
Commenter Affiliation: Environmental Law & Policy Center 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6994 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: ELPC applauds the EPA for proposing these new regulations as part of its larger 
effort to cut the U.S.'s contribution to climate change. We particularly appreciate the agency's 
efforts to limit methane from the oil and gas sector, one of the largest -and almost certainly 
growing- sources of methane pollution in our country. Regulating this pollution is a big step 
fmward in our nation's efforts to address what President Obama has recognized as the greatest 

15-35 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00035 



challenge of our time, and shows the rest of the world that the U.S. is serious about climate 
leadership. 

The regulations are, however, not without flaws. Affordable technology already exists that 
reduces the oil and gas sector's impacts on climate change even more than what the proposed 
rules would achieve. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Jennifer Cassel, Staff Attorney 
Commenter Affiliation: Environmental Law & Policy Center 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6994 
Comment Excerpt Number: 10 

Comment: Finally, while we stand behind EPA's efforts to curb harmful air pollution from the 
oil and gas industry, we urge the agency to continue focusing its efforts on the most effective 
methane reduction strategy of all: fostering a new energy economy based on clean renewable 
energy and energy efficiency. Wind and solar energy are cost competitive with fossil fuels and 
produce more jobs, cleaner air and a healthier climate. Energy efficiency is the cheapest energy 
source of all. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Nick Lund, Senior Manager, Conservation Programs 
Commenter Affiliation: National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7060 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: The National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) supports the efforts of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to curb methane and other harmful air pollution from 
oil and gas development (EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0685). Methane 
leaked during oil and gas extraction is degrading air quality and driving climate change. Many of 
the oil and natural gas producers that generate methane sit on the doorsteps of our most iconic 
national parks, threatening the health of visitors and inflicting damage on parks' ecosystems. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Nick Lund, Senior Manager, Conservation Programs 
Commenter Affiliation: National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7060 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: The National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) supports the efforts of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to curb methane and other harmful air pollution from 
oil and gas development (EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505 and EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0685). Methane 
leaked during oil and gas extraction is degrading air quality and driving climate change. Many of 
the oil and natural gas producers that generate methane sit on the doorsteps of our most iconic 
national parks, threatening the health of visitors and inflicting damage on parks' ecosystems. 

There is a clear need to better capture methane, repair leaks, reduce emissions and aggregate 
disparate sources of methane and other air pollution along the oil and gas supply chain. The 
natural gas and petroleum systems sector is the nation's largest emitter of methane, a greenhouse 
gas 80 times as potent as carbon dioxide over a 20-year period. These rules are necessary to 
achieve half of the Obama Administration's goal of slashing methane by 40 to 45 percent by 
2025. 

The impacts to national parks from methane emissions and, by extension, from climate change, 
are grave. Methane, and the Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) that are also emitted from 
natural gas facilities, are a precursor to ozone smog, a pollutant that is damaging to human health 
and a variety of species found in national parks. As the climate continues to change, Glacier 
National Park's namesake glaciers could disappear from the park within the century, and Joshua 
trees could disappear from Joshua Tree National Park. This Administration's efforts to cut 
methane are critical to protecting national parks from changing temperatures and fires, 
increasingly powerful storms, invasive species and rising sea-levels. 

With new oil and gas development occurring next to national parks around the country, and all 
parks at risk from climate change, NPCA welcomes administrative action to limit methane, and 
hopes that the scope of the program will expand to address emissions from non -oil and gas 
sources. We urge the EPA to make the changes needed to ensure that these rules are sufficiently 
strong to protect national parks, public health and tackle climate change. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Darin Schroeder, David McCabe, Lesley Fleishman and Conrad Schneider 
Commenter Affiliation: Clean Air Task Force et al. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7062 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: Environmental commenters appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments, 
which are informed by our growing understanding of the urgent need to reduce emissions of 
methane and other harmful pollutants from the U.S. oil and natural gas sector. Recently, the Fifth 
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) concluded that 
methane is a much more potent driver of climate change than we understood it to be just a few 
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years ago- with a global warming potential as much as 36 times greater than carbon dioxide 
(C02) over a 100-year time frame, and 87 times greater than C02 over a 20-year time frame. 

Approximately one-third of the anthropogenic climate change we are experiencing today is 
attributable to methane and other short-lived climate pollutants, and about thirty percent of the 
warming we will experience over the next two decades as a result of this year's greenhouse gas 
emissions will come from methane. Climate scientists are now recognizing that avoiding 
catastrophic climate change will require both a long-term strategy to reduce carbon dioxide 
emissions and near-term action to mitigate methane and similar "accelerants" of climate change. 
As a recent article in the journal Science stated, "The only way to permanently slow warming 
is through lowering emissions of C02. The only way to minimize the peak warming this century 
is to reduce emissions of C02 and [short -lived climate pollutants]." 

Reducing emissions from the U.S. oil and gas sector is an indispensable part of such a 
comprehensive climate strategy. Indeed, oil and gas facilities are the largest industrial source of 
methane in the United States, accounting for over 7 million tons or approximately thirty 
percent of the nation's total methane emissions. Moreover, recent scientific evidence suggests 
that this number is far too low, with recent studies documenting emissions that are 50% higher 
than national inventories would predict, as discussed in more detail below. And frequently, 
methane from oil and gas facilities is co-emitted together with other harmful pollutants, 
including ozone precursors such as VOCs and carcinogenic substances such as benzene and 
other hazardous air pollutants ("HAPs"). 

EPA has already amassed an extensive technical record supporting its methane proposal, 
including information on low-cost technologies that are readily available to reduce these 
emissions. A recent report by ICF International found that a discrete set of key technologies 
could help to reduce methane emissions by 40% for, on average, just one penny per thousand 
cubic feet of natural gas produced. Another recent report concluded, based on emission 
estimates from the GHGI, that proven, low cost technologies could reduce the oil and natural gas 
sector's methane emissions by 42 to 48 percent, at a cost of $8 to $18 per metric ton C02e. 
These same technologies will likewise reduce smog-forming VOCs and toxic air pollutants like 
benzene. And because methane is a valuable commodity, reductions in methane emissions often 
pay for themselves due to increased resource recovery- making methane mitigation a low-cost 
(and sometimes negative cost) proposition. 

American companies and workers are ready to build the equipment necessary to enhance 
recovery of natural gas and minimize emissions of methane and other harmful pollutants. 
Another recent report found these made-in-America solutions are manufactured by 
numerous companies across the country-many of them small businesses in places like Texas, 
Oklahoma, the Mountain West, and the industrial Midwest. 

Leading states, including Colorado, Wyoming, and Ohio, have already deployed many of these 
solutions to help protect the health of their citizens. Indeed, given the cross-cutting benefits 
associated with reducing methane emissions-safeguarding our climate; protecting our families 
and communities health; and minimizing the waste of resources-there is broad public support 
for action to minimize methane emissions from the oil and gas sector. Recent polling found 
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that 67 percent of registered voters support EPA's methane standards. And this support is broad 
and diverse: moms, labor representatives, financial organizations, Latino leaders, religious 
groups and others have recognized the urgency of this problem. 

• "We look forward to seeing the strongest possible methane standard finalized ... stand 
ready to work with you to safeguard clean air and a stable environment for our 
communities and families, now and in the future." Letter from 18 leading Latino groups 
and individuals 

• "The simple act of keeping natural gas in the system provides a significant opportunity to 
put American workers squarely at the forefront of developing, manufacturing, and 
implementing technologies needed to accomplish this, creating high -quality jobs and 
stimulating local economies," said D. Michael Langford, President of the Utility Workers 
Union of America in a BlueGreen Alliance statement. 

• "The financial and reputational risks of methane emissions are significant and their 
impacts on the environment and communities well-documented. The proposed EPA [Oil 
and Gas Standard] is an important step toward curbing methane and advancing more 
sustainable practices by energy companies and, importantly, it is consistent with the long
term financial interests of the industry and its investors." Christina Herman, Interfaith 
Center on Corporate Responsibility in a statement. 

• "The EPA's standards are a much needed step toward addressing climate change and 
answering God's call to be stewards of Creation. The proposed standards will reduce the 
harmful impact of pollution created by the oil and gas industry." Sally Bingham, 
president and founder of Interfaith Power & Light. 

• "CalSTRS supports the EPA's efforts to reduce methane emissions from oil and gas 
production and deliver achievable climate benefits." Anne Sheehan, Director of 
Corporate Governance at the California State Teachers' Retirement System (CalSTRS). 

Accordingly, Environmental Commenters strongly support EPA's proposed standards to address 
methane emissions from new and modified sources under section Ill (b) of the Clean Air Act, 
and below, briefly summarize our recommendations for strengthening these critical protections. 

While these standards are important and needed, we also urge the agency to take comprehensive 
action to protect all communities across the country from methane pollution associated with 
existing infrastructure. Over 90 percent of emissions from the oil and natural gas sector come 
from existing infrastructure and the same low-cost technologies can reduce emissions at these 
sources. Substantial reductions from existing oil and gas infrastructure are achievable by 2020 
and can help protect public health, while catalyzing global leadership to address harmful 
methane pollution. 

Indeed, U.S. commitments have helped to catalyze action in Canada and Mexico, and reducing 
global oil and gas methane by 40-45 percent globally would achieve benefits on par with 
eliminating the carbon pollution from about 1,000 coal-fired power plants (equivalent to a 30% 
cut in C02 from the world's coal plants) when compared using a 20 year GWP metric. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Darin Schroeder, David McCabe, Lesley Fleishman and Conrad Schneider 
Commenter Affiliation: Clean Air Task Force et al. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7062 
Comment Excerpt Number: 22 

Comment: EPA's General Approach to Determining BSER Is Lawful. 

EPA has determined that the BSER for methane for the oil and gas sources already regulated for 
VOC emissions is the same as the BSER for VOC, and, accordingly, that the current VOC 
standards also reflect the BSER for methane reduction for the same emission sources. With 
respect to equipment used category-wide, of which only a subset of those equipment are covered 
under the NSPS VOC standards (such as pneumatic controllers, and compressors located other 
than at well sites), EPA has determined that the BSER for reducing VOC from the remaining 
unregulated equipment is the same as the BSER for those currently regulated. As such, EPA has 
proposed to extend the current VOC standards to the remaining unregulated equipment. 

We support EPA's methodology in making BSER determinations. However, the proposed rule 
must be strengthened by eliminating certain exclusions and expanding the coverage of certain 
standards. Our standard-specific recommendations are detailed in sections III-IX below. 

EPA's B SER determinations have robust support in scientific analysis and technical analysis, as 
well as state experience 

As discussed above, pursuant to section Ill, EPA must show that its selected BSER represent 
the best systems of emission reduction that have been adequately demonstrated, taking 
into account cost and other required factors. The standards EPA has proposed manifestly meet 
that requirement. As evidenced by EPA's own diligent technology review and white paper 
process, the agency's BSER determinations are supported by a substantial body of scientific and 
technical research and analysis, as well as actual state and industry experience. 

EPA's White Paper process in 2014 reviewed and synthesized existing scientific and technical 
information on oil and gas sector emission control techniques from five major emissions sources: 
compressors, well completions, equipment leaks, liquids unloading, and pneumatic devices. 
To calculate emissions estimates, the white papers relied on over twenty years of data from the 
Gas Research Institute ("GRI"), the Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program and GHGI, technical 
analysis prepared for the subpart 0000 rulemaking, the Natural Gas STAR program, as well as 
numerous comprehensive independent studies. The white papers requested comment 
on emission, reduction, and cost estimates made; methodologies used, control options not 
covered, technical limitations not covered, and sources of data not reviewed. The agency 
received and reviewed comments from numerous stakeholders, including states and energy 
industry companies. 

Further establishing EPA's BSER evaluation as eminently reasonable, leading oil and gas
producing states such as Colorado, Wyoming, and California have a long and established history 
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of deploying the control requirements that EPA has selected as BSER. And major companies in 
the industry have implemented these measures internally as best practices and as part of EPA's 
Natural Gas STAR program. For example, "Reduced Emission Completions," or RECs are 
already widely used. Both Colorado and Wyoming require the use ofRECs for certain wells, and 
the Natural Gas STAR program reports that RECs have been a major source of methane 
emission reductions among its Partners since 2000. Similarly, both states have required the use 
oflow- or no-bleed pneumatic devices. Natural Gas STAR Partners reported significant savings 
from the use oflow-bleed devices as early as 2006. Long-existing state regulations and company 
policies such as these more than "adequately demonstrate" the feasibility and suitability of 
EPA's chosen BSER measures. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility (ICCR) 
Commenter Affiliation: Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility (ICCR) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7068 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: Investors are encouraged that EPA has proposed: 

1. Broadly applicable methane leak detection and repair requirements 

2. Methane emission standards for most of the same sources included in the 2012 standards for 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

3. Extended regulations to downstream sources (in the transmission and storage segment) 

4. Limits on venting gas during oil well completions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: As several speakers have pointed out and I'm sure you'll hear all day long, our state 
agencies are not going to deal with this. Our state government is completely aligned with the oil 
and gas industry. The Texas OGA speaker before me, their association essentially controls the 
state legislature at this point, the state Railroad Commission, the state environmental agency 
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when it comes to rules like this, when it comes to pollution problems from industry, and so the 
only way for most residents in Texas to have any kind of relief from these problems is through 
federal rules. 

Now, some local governments have wanted to help and have tried to help. That's true. But as we 
saw earlier this year, our state legislature is trying as hard as they can to make that impossible. 
So if you're serious about meeting climate change mitigation goals, reducing emissions by the 
percentages that we need to globally, and if you're serious about protecting residents in the 
D/FW Metroplex and throughout the country, you've got to adopt these rules in stronger form. 
You've got to approve them and adopt them, and you can't delay them. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 7 

Comment: Good morning. Hello. My name is Leigh Bailey. I'm an attorney. I have my own law 
firm specializing in family law. I'm here today really just to thank you, thank you so much for 
this proposal. It means a lot to me because I'm a mother of two, and I really feel like our local 
leadership has failed. 

The prior speaker talked about HB 40. We knew we didn't have-- we weren't going to have any 
luck cleaning up the air, helping kids not have asthma at the state level. We knew we wouldn't 
be able to get enough ledge (phonetic), so we tried pushing forward legislation at the city 
council level and recently, our last session, our ledge said that cities and counties no longer can 
pass ordinances such as no fracking. So thank you. I know Texas has a certain reputation, but I 
promise you, there are mothers such as me who are so grateful for this proposal. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 10 
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Comment: My name is Krystal Henegan, and I'm from San Antonio, Texas. I represent Moms 
Clean Air Force, but I'm also a mother. In San Antonio, we're starting to see the effects 
of pollution from the Eagle Ford Shale. Recent photo chemical models is showing pollutants 
coming up from the Eagle Ford Shale, and then they're combining with the NOx emissions 
because we are saturated with NOx in San Antonio, and they're forming ozone right over our 
city. San Antonio is quickly becoming the second worst city in our state for ozone pollution. This 
year we have surpassed Houston, so we're right behind Dallas. 

And what that means for our kids is a couple of years ago, we moved to San Antonio from West 
Texas. Our family relocated there, and my son started to develop severe asthma. He was 
four years old at the time. His asthma became uncontrolled in San Antonio. He was put on 
seven different medications at their highest dosages to control his asthma, and it would still not 
control it to the point where the pharmacist thought that the dosages were a mistake and wouldn't 
fill them at first. So he contacted the doctor, and the doctor said, yeah, that's correct, that's 
seven medications at their maximum dosages, so I saw him in states of being medicated to 
control his asthma that, as a parent, you never want to see your child in. It was almost a -- kind of 
a different consciousness that he was in because the Albuterol and everything was so hard on his 
system. 

And we realized whenever we left for vacation one time that his asthma started to go away. His 
oxygen levels were also in the 80's whenever we lived in San Antonio, so once we realized that 
his oxygen levels and his asthma was controlled outside of San Antonio, at the time I was trying 
to finish my degree, so we shuttled him between extended families' homes between 
Houston, which is normally known for bad air, and Lubbock; and that was very hard on our 
family. We saw the health and financial burdens that asthma caused us. 

Additionally, there have been exhaustive efforts by school districts in the San Antonio area to 
combat the kids that have asthma that are suffering like my son did, so North East Independent 
School District and Northside ISD both have asthma prevention programs where they have staff
- full-time staff, registered nurses, to implement asthma programs because what was happening 
before is kids were being sent from school in an ambulance to the hospital, more missed days of 
class. 

So they decided to have to be reactive instead of proactive, and so they're having to react to this 
pollution that --a lot of it is being seen coming from the Eagle Ford Shale, and there they're 
having to implement these programs and policies just to combat how bad our air is actually 
becoming in San Antonio. So I'm really thankful for this new methane mle because it seems like 
it is something that can be proactive so that parents like me and schools district don't have 
to implement or go through a reactive process because of air pollution because it completely tore 
our family apart, and the economic burdens to families of kids with asthma is very, very hard to 
go through when you're just trying to get on your feet. Thank you so much for your time. 

In response to a question about Ms. Henegan's son's current health, the commenter stated that 
he's doing better. His asthma is better controlled, but it's not nearly as bad as it used to be. We 
ended up moving, so thank you very much. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 31 

Comment: Hello. Good morning. Thank you for allowing us to speak today. I think it's a very 
important topic. My name is Brandon Morton. I'm representing several different organizations 
today. My full-time job is for North Lake College as a sustainability officer. That's part of the 
Dallas County Community College District. One of my jobs is to help manage the greenhouse -
the major six greenhouse gases of the college including all staff, employees, and students, which 
also includes things like commuting to campus, which is a very difficult challenge, as you might 
1magme. 

All seven colleges in the Dallas County Community College District are committed to carbon 
neutrality by the year 2040, so you might say we have an interest in this EPA methane rule in 
terms of helping us accomplish our goals to reach carbon neutrality. 

I'm also on the Executive Committee for the Texas Regional Alliance for Campus Sustain ability. 
This is a statewide consortium of colleges and universities. It includes major universities like 
Rice, Texas A&M, and UT Austin, all of which are committed to reducing carbon emissions and 
gases like methane and VOCs. And kind of linking it from the education sector to the industry, I 
also serve on the board of directors for the Sustainability Management Association. This is an 
international group that is committed to sustainability as a trade. It is a 501(c)(6) organization. 
Members of that organization include waste management, Sierra Nevada brewing Company, 
Sustainable Silicone Valley, California State University, University of Washington, University 
of Johannesburg in South Africa, and now Dallas County Community College District. 

I very much support the new EPA rules for methane management. It has to do with 
environmental health, public health, safety, and preventing ozone and other formation of harmful 
greenhouse gases. Thank you very much. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 35 

Comment: My name is Eulaine Hall. I'm a resident of Dallas, Texas. I have some respiratory 
problems. That's not why I'm here. I grew up in Pampa, Texas, oil and gas country. I remember 
as a child not understanding why they were wasting the gas with those flares that I grew up with. 
I still to this day wonder that question because I understand now after 82 years there's money to 
be had if they would capture the flaring. It doesn't make sense to us citizens who are ignorant of 
the technical aspects of it all. 

You know, I speak to you only as a citizen. I could testify for an hour about my personal 
experiences especially as a full-time RVer for 15 and a half years traveling the United States, 
watching things depreciate. Acid rain, do you remember acid rain? The Glacier National Park. 
Oh, you know, we could see things happening in pollution -- all kinds of pollution, but now to 
learn that methane-- I wrote to the Dallas News and said, I'm embarrassed because I thought 
carbon emissions was a big danger. Methane is, what, 86 times? I don't know technically. I'm no 
good at this, but I know it's greatly more dangerous, and I don't understand why the state of 
Texas can't do something to protect its own citizens, but they won't. 

And they approved that with the House Bill 40 that says we don't even have the right to say 
whether we want a gas well in our city limits. 

We don't have that right anymore, so believe me, we thank you. Oh, we bless you for coming to 
Dallas, letting us hear from you. I hope you understand that the EPA is our last line of defense 
and wish you everything well, and we so appreciate you. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 45 

Comment: My name's Darin Schroeder. I'm an attorney at Clean Air Task Force, and on behalf 
of Clean Air Task Force, I would like to congratulate and thank the EPA and everybody involved 
on taking the incredibly important step to reduce methane emissions from the oil and gas 
including many sources that are not covered by the 2012 NSPS. Stationary sources within the oil 
and gas sector are the leading -- leading industrial emitters of anthropogenic methane, a powerful 
greenhouse gas that, according to the most recent report from the IPCC, on a pound-for-pound 
basis, impacts the climate 36 times more than carbon dioxide, and the impacts are even larger in 
the short-term, 87 times more powerful over a 20-year time frame. 
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Not only will the proposed standards reduce methane emissions, they will also reduce smog
forming pollution and toxic air pollutants like benzene and hexane limiting the public's exposure 
to these dangerous pollutants. 

The Agency's proposal represents the first direct and enforceable regulation of methane and, 
indeed, of greenhouse gases from the oil and gas sector. This is important and commendable and 
is an absolutely critical first step toward achieving President Obama's goal of reducing methane 
emissions from this industry to 40 to 45 percent below the 2012levels by the year 2025. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 50 

Comment: Kim Limberg. I live in Irving, Texas. I think this movement to have more strict 
regulations on methane emissions is critical for our clean air. As a mom, I think it's critical for 
the future of future generations. I recently found a report in the --on the oil and gas field 
operations violations enhancement. There's a chart at the Texas Railroad Commission oil and gas 
field operations data which stated that since January of this year, out of 104,108 inspections, 46 
percent were found in violation. This is oil and gas enforcement data, and I can give you a copy 
of that after I'm done. This percentage has held steady since 2012, roughly half of all their 
inspections show a violation on oil and gas field operations. 

In the Environmental Science & Technology study, we found it's titled, "Methane Emissions for 
the Natural Gas Transmission and Storage System in the United States," the largest emission 
sources were found to be fugitive emissions from compressor-related equipment and, quote, 
super emission facilities. The study estimates that there are 250 percent times the typical 
transmission storage emissions that are required to be reported to the EPA, so the gap in the 
estimates is equal to a gap in the required reporting. So I think we need to have them report 
everything, not just the transmission and storage time. 

Then I want to give you an example of flaring, which I witnessed on my way to a funeral in 
Houston somewhere between Madisonville and Huntsville down I -45 on the southbound side 
close to the freeway. It was visible, a dramatic flaring of a gas wellhead. And it was continuously 
flaring on my drive down. Of course, I didn't stay and watch the whole time. Then on my return 
from the funeral, it was still flaring the next day; so I don't know how long these kinds of things 
are allowed to go on. 

But about three years ago, we took a family trip to Corpus, and I wanted to visually see if there's 
a place in Texas where the air was cleaner. So Texas is pretty flat, so you can see the horizon 
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well and you can see the brown haze in the ozone layer. I watched the skyline all the way from 
Dallas to Corpus, and it never stopped being brown; so you can see it's -- it's something I think 
that we really need to pay attention to. And hearing the studies say that methane is 86 times or 87 
times more potent over a 20-year period in reacting and creating ozone, I don't think we can wait 
to be as stringent as we can in creating regulations to reduce and stop that. 

And another point is, the Texas Railroad Commission seems to allow a lot of reports to go 
directly from industry to them. And when I was -- when I found this data that said they had 
found-- in 104,000 inspections they found these violations, I don't know what percent of the 
entire industry that is. I don't know how many investigations that requires, so I'm interested in 
the EPA finding out do they look at two percent of these kind of inspections over a certain period 
of time, or do they look at 80 percent? I think the EPA should know. That's something that 
maybe Texas should be reporting to the federal level. 

And I would like to see the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality take more of a hands
on control over all of our environmental concerns. I don't think that some of our things should be 
in a different agency like the Texas Railroad Commission that issues the permits. There should 
be a separation between who is watching the pollution and regulation controls and who is 
divvying out permits. 

So one of the greatest concerns I have is our water, so everyone knows that in 2011, we had 
Fukushima, and a lot of that radioactivity entered the Pacific Ocean and started hitting the 
California coast in 2013 and in large quantities. It contaminated our fish population, salmon, cod, 
all sorts of fish, and Canada said that it reported a tremendous contamination of fish. Then we 
had the rain, so when the atmospheric cycle starts taking in ocean water and it starts raining and 
traveling eastwards with the current, then that rain is hitting in Arkansas and Texas and I think 
we may have had some of that. 

Some reports from Arkansas, increased radiation, rainfall, and I think one way you can tell just 
from a laymen's standpoint, if you're an organic gardener, all of a sudden your produce is giant 
sized because radiation tends to multiply cells very fast. You, might want to get a Geiger counter 
to see if that produce is radioactive. 

So if the surface water is contaminated, lakes, rivers, and stuff with the radioactive rain, we must 
protect the groundwater even more so, and the hydraulic fracturing impacts that dramatically if 
there are any kind of breaks and so forth in our fracturing, so please take control back from the 
Texas Commission of Environmental Quality and the Texas Railroad Commission. Thank you. 

In response to requests for clarification on several aspects of the commenter' s statements 
regarding some inspections that were done, the commenter indicated that this information is in 
the report on oil and gas field operations violations and enforcement found on the Texas Railroad 
Commission's website. Chart one, oil and gas field operations data, and I have it right here, and 
then they break down what kind of violations those are in the next three pages, so I'll hand that 
over to you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 54 

Comment: Hi. Hello. My name is Sherrell Blazer. I'm here with Sierra Club Beyond Coal 
Campaign. I'm the organizer in Dallas, and I really want to thank you all for being here to take 
public comments today. See, there's so many --there's so many different ways that we can 
appreciate these new rules, and I'm really hoping that they're going to be as stringent as possible, 
as protective as possible of public health and of the environment not only because of greenhouse 
gases and how they're impacting cities, especially urban areas. 

I work with communities in Dallas, and especially children. There are 90,000 uninsured children 
in Dallas who have asthma, and there are citizen groups that work with them that will volunteer 
with them, that try to help them to control their health and try to keep them as healthy as 
possible. 

But when you look at something like the Cook County, you know, Hospital, when you look at 
that study, you know, those-- all of those 90,000 children without healthcare translates into 
statistics that we see about children who go into the hospital and don't check out, right? I think 
the statistic is one in six black boys check in for asthma and pass away due to uncontrolled 
asthma. 

Those are real statistics. Those are real children. Those are real families that have to take care of 
them. The burden on the families in Dallas is enormous. 

I happen to know that many people here know my personal story, but my family has also been 
impacted by air quality in Dallas, by pollution in Dallas, by respiratory illness in Dallas. Well, 
actually out of Mansfield. We were living out of Mansfield and near a lot of gas drilling, near a 
lot of the same kind of pollution that would be controlled with these new rules. And I was eight 
months pregnant. My husband went into an asthmatic coma. He had an asthma attack and went 
into a coma. 

The stress of the situation made me go into premature labor, and I've always worked in air 
quality; so I had seen all of these statistics about, you know, so many lives saved by these rules, 
so many days off of work missed, so many days from school missed. You know, but being in 
that position of feeling like I could lose my husband and my child at the same time, it's a very 
powerless feeling thinking that you're doing everything you can to protect your family and 
realizing that it's actually out of your hands, right? 

If the politicians don't get it right, if the EPA doesn't get it right, if the regulators don't get it 
right, no matter what you do, no matter how hard I work at my job to try to convince the people 
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to have the best policies as possible, no matter how much we go out and talk about the dangers of 
air pollution and what you can do to protect yourself, no matter whether I'm watching, you know, 
the television to figure out is it an orange day or is it, you know, a red day or, you know, what 
kind of a day is it, is it safe to be outside and breathe today, you know, if I'm buying organic, if 
I'm filtering my water, if I'm sending my children outside the city to the best schools, you know, 
what does it matter if we don't get these policies right? It doesn't. 

Women like me, men like my husband, will be in the hospital fighting for their lives, and I say it 
all the time that the world is not a magical place for a child who is fighting just to be in it. We 
need to not rip their childhoods away from them. We need to be protective of children and of 
families. We need to be protective of all of the citizens who live here and pay their taxes to be 
here and are doing the best they can from where they are. 

And if people don't know the real dangers of air pollution and if uncontrolled methane releases 
and all of the co-pollutants that go with that, that's okay because they don't have to be experts. 
Y'all are the experts, right? This is why you're here is to protect us, and I just really hope and 
pray that these rules are the most protective they can be because it can be life and death every 
day actually for some people. Actually, it is. Thank you very much. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 60 

Comment: Good afternoon. I'm Leslie Harris. I live in Flower Mound, and I can see from the 
people in the room that you guys have heard all of the statistics and technical things that, you 
know, way more than I can provide, but I just wanted to talk about things from a personal level. 
Ever since I moved to Flower Mound, I've --well, you know, Flower Mound is one of the cities 
that was first -- one of the first cities in which drilling started, and I have had constant sinus 
infections. I've had bronchitis a couple of times, pneumonia. 

I have a friend whose family was having so many health problems, and she noticed the fracking 
rigs around her, and she went to the TECQ; and they tested her home and found that the air was 
46 times -- had 46 times more pollutants in it than the average urban air. She subsequently went 
and she and her daughter had their blood tested, and they found such disturbing levels of 
fracking chemicals in their blood that they actually moved right out of Flower Mound and later, I 
think, out of the state. 

I was in a gathering in Flower Mound where a woman came up to me and introduced herself by 
saying, hi, I'm one of the cancer moms. And I hadn't heard that expression before, so I asked her 
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what that meant. And she said, well, there's about ten women who meet at the elementary school 
where my kids go, and they're all under the age of 40; and they all have breast cancer, and, you 
know, it turns out that right next to that school was one of the first fracking setups that was done 
in Flower Mound. They all were, I think almost all of them, were under 40, so they all found the 
breast cancer from self-examination or doctor's examinations. Not mammograms because they're 
really too young to have mammograms every year. 

You know, I'm really worried about what these chemicals are doing to the planet. We can't deny 
it anymore. There is global warming and methane and all of these other chemicals are helping 
cause it, and it's -- it's an emergency, so I'm so thankful that you are here and you are going to 
put in these new rules which I hope will be as stringent and as helpful to people's health and 
welfare and I hope that you will -- it sounds like a cliche, but this is the time to put people over 
profits, and I'm here for my kids who live in Dallas. 

I have considered moving, but my children live here. They have businesses and jobs here, and I 
think we need to stay and fight. We need to fight for our planet and our -- our air and our water, 
so thank you very much. I hope -- I want -- I want a clean and safe environment for not just my 
kids but your kids and grandkids. Thank you. 

In response to a question about how close any of the wells or other oil and gas facilities were to 
the elementary school the commenter referred to, the commenter responded that: I do not know. I 
do not know the exact. I know they were close, and there are maps. If you Google it, they are 
maps of where the clusters were, and my friend who moved lived about a mile from one. 

In response to an additional question asking the name of the school, the commenter indicated that 
she believed it was Liberty Elementary School. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 77 

Comment: We strongly support the EPA's proposed standards and identify several areas where 
the standards must be further strengthened to ensure they are rigorous. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 79 

Comment: Fortunately, there are readily available, low-cost technologies that can substantially 
reduce these emissions. A study by IPS International concluded that the industry could cut 
methane by 40 percent for the cost of only a penny per 1, 000 cubic of natural gas 
produced. Many of these measures capture gas that would otherwise be wasted, therefore, 
implementation reduces pollution, increases production, and in some cases, it even saves money. 
And for no extra cost, these technologies can also capture other pollutants like ozone-forming 
VOCs and hazardous air pollutants such as benzene. 

States like Colorado, Wyoming, and Ohio have already developed many of these solutions in a 
commonsense way that has helped to protect the environment in a manner conducive with 
economic development. For example, strong standards in Wyoming contributed to a reduction in 
ozone levels in counties previously exceeding health standards. 

As a leading producer of the country's oil and natural gas, Texas is also one of the 
major contributing sources of methane, accounting for almost 30 percent of the upstream and 
midstream oil and gas sector emissions reported to EPA's greenhouse gas reporting program. 
Applying these commonsense measures in Texas will not only reduce methane emissions, but 
also capture valuable natural gas. These standards can also address harmful ozone levels in 
places like Dallas, Fort Worth, and the San Antonio metropolitan areas where oil and gas 
emissions contribute to ozone formation. 

And Texas companies are producing many of the solutions that can help reduce pollution. 
A recent study of the emerging U.S. methane mitigation industry found that Texas is home 
to almost half the country's methane mitigation technology and service companies. Of the over 
75 companies in the U.S. working this industry, 28 are headquartered in Texas providing highly 
skilled, well-paying jobs to Texans all the way from Midland to Beaumont. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 81 
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Comment: One, we support EPA's proposal to cover new and modified sources and to apply 
requirements to equipment across segments including production, gathering and 
boosting, processing, and transmission and storage. The Agency has developed a rigorous 
scientific and technical basis for addressing these sources through its peer reviewed white paper 
process. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 90 

Comment: Good afternoon. My name is Gene Collins. I live in Odessa, Texas. That's in West 
Texas, the center of the Permian Basis where the nation's crude oil is mostly located. West Texas 
crude comes from that area. I've owned a business for 30 years. I'm a senior pastor at the 
Highland Street Church of Christ. I am a member of the NAACP where I serve as branch 
president, the West Texas area coordinator, and chairman of the environmental justice committee 
of the state of Texas. I also led the NAACP disaster relief team for the whole country, and I 
serve as part of the national leadership team of the American Red Cross. I'm mentioning all of 
these areas of commitment that I've accepted because even with their uniqueness, they also 
intersect at the junction of environmental justice. 

I'm here today to applaud and support the EPA's initiative in developing the Climate Action Plan, 
a methane strategy, the New Source Performance Standards that are being recommended today. I 
further applaud the EPA for the work you've done including the necessary research. We've heard 
a lot about it today, and the formation of scientific conclusions regarding the harm that these 
gases have done and will continue to do to our environment and our health. We certainly have a 
moral obligation to protect this land in which we live and the lives that are so precious to us. 

I've read through a lot of the 500 or so pages, and I understand the proposal. I know that there is 
an effort also to clean up some things that were left out of the last efforts; but I'm so glad that the 
EPA has reconsidered and now has decided to include it in this proposal. But I have one 
suggestion that I want to offer as an environmental activist living in the state of Texas, a state 
which has tried to hinder community-based organizations from being able to work with and 
represent individuals and communities that may have no resources or education to protect itself 

This is a state that requires those who wish to assist vulnerable populations to pass a standing test 
based on some very narrow definitions which exclude so many of us from the process. It's a state 
that so often uses the state regulatory agencies as boot camps for industry, environmental safety, 
and engineers. But I live in Texas anyway. 
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On pages 35 and 36 of the proposal, it states that the EPA's intention to have the industry take 
voluntary actions to address the problems of methane emissions is somewhat troubling to me as 
an environmentalist because I have seen how in Texas they do everything they can possibly do to 
circumvent those types of responsibilities. 

I believe we should have incentives for business, but I also believe that we should have strong 
enforcement and fines; and I believe that a lot of these fines when they are not in compliance 
should be filtered to the communities and to the community -based organizations that are trying 
to do the policing locally that the EPA cannot do. 

I've heard a lot about the various monitors and I think we need more of them, but I think we need 
to have them in the hands of people in the communities who have a vested interest in their own 
health. There are monitors that we can give to young people that can -- that can tell what has 
triggered their asthma. Whenever they get asthma, they can take an air sample and decide, and I 
think we should use whatever we can to find out these sources and deal with them I believe that 
we need to do all we can to circumvent and control climate change in this country. They have a 
more severe impact on children, the elderly, the poor, and those who cannot fend for themselves. 

So I, on behalf of the NAACP, stand in support of what you're doing, but I certainly would like 
to see it expanded to include the initiative of people who care for and love their community, love 
their children and their grandchildren by empowering us to do even more in this effort. Thank 
you very much. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 130 

Comment: The second big point I'm going to make, Texas doesn't seem likely to deal with 
methane emissions on its own. We've got a Railroad Commission which we had a commissioner 
back in 2012 said, time to look at our flaring and venting rules. Let's bring people together, stay 
together, do something about it. Nothing has been done. Fast forward to 2015, that same 
commissioner is now the chairman and says, EPA, stay out of our business, what is this 
ridiculous war on fossil fuels doing here in Texas? We don't want them. 

Well, the Railroad Commission doesn't appear to want to deal with this issue. TECQ did back in 
2011 adopt new permits by rules for gas and oil facilities in that area of the Barnett Shale, but 
they didn't extend it to the rest of the state. In fact, the legislature stepped in through SB 1134 in 
2011, and basically told TECQ don't do any further air emission regulations unless you do, you 
know, monitoring data, you don't use worst case modeling and you do a full cost benefit 
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analysis; so the legislature has basically tied the hands of TECQ to deal with this issue, and the 
Texas legislature through not only Senate Bill 1134 but HB 40, which will make it more difficult 
for cities and counties to do any of these on their own. 

So we need you guys to step in with a strong rule, and your rule before you today is your good 
first step. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 141 

Comment: Today is my granddaughter's birthday. She has asthma and lives close to a gas well 
site with 39 permitted wells. She is ten years old today and hopes to be a veterinarian when she 
grows up, so I come before you today on her behalf and the other affected Texans to say we 
support you and EPA's first step to reduce methane pollution, and it's about time. 

Mansfield has had enough offracking and methane leaks. We have 206 active gas wells within 
35 miles and another 306 on the way. Homes are right next to these sites, and on my PowerPoint, 
you'll see all of that. Our complaints made to operators, TECQ, Texas Railroad Commission, 
about the air pollution about these sites goes days and weeks before they're addressed, if at all. 
Most TECQ investigators are poorly trained and don't know what to look for. Once I helped tum 
on the FLIR camera to show them what they needed to be looking for. 

Even if some methane leaks are resolved, some unmanned sites still spew methane for more than 
five hours next to schools and homes due to faulty leak detection systems and ineffective 
equipment. With at least four documented flare episodes of emissions coming off ofleaking 
valves, pipes, tanks, compressors, reports still come back without a violation. Repairs and 
modifications never happen. 

We have found that the third and fourth generation gas companies are running operations at a 
bare minimum within our city. They do so without maintenance logs. They use faulty valve 
equipment, gaskets needing replacement, and no emergency shutdown in place. One site next to 
my home has just spent over a half a million dollars at the compressor site on remediation of 
poor, disrepaired, and faulty equipment at the operating site. This took our citizens three years of 
consistent conversations with them and pressure to do this at what cost and whose responsibility. 

Our regulators and legislative leadership are not adequately regulating oil and gas pollution and 
have specifically refused to regulate methane. They tell us nothing is wrong. We know better. 
We have become experts living next to those polluting industries. We have been taught that 
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TECQ is controlled by polluting industries. They're understaffed and underfunded. The 
legislature has neutered the Texas Railroad Commission. 425,852 wells with only 158 
inspectors. 

Our legislators has failed us by enacting poor laws that strip away local control at the direction of 
the oil and gas industry. Sadly, and for the most part, industry refuses to use best practice unless 
they're required. Voluntary programs simply don't work here in Texas. Rules like the EPA's 
proposals are the only way to fix the problem. Our hope today lies in better protection with the 
EPA having a Texas-sized backbone. This proposal will be the first ever national methane 
controls for the oil and gas industry. 

The proposed controls are sensible. They're cost effective, and they're already utilized by some in 
the gas and oil industry. Under the new methane standards, oil and gas operators will install 
controls and will reduce not only methane but as a secondary benefit also reduce other hazardous 
pollutants. We hope our officials will begin to see the bigger picture of sustainability for our 
environment and future Texans and for my granddaughter's sake, Cameron. Thank you for your 
time. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 142 

Comment: Here we are 45 years after the passage of the Clean Air Act, and the air in my city, 
Denton, Texas, is so bad that health professionals warn residents to --that to breathe it may 
seriously impair their health and for some, their lives. The air in my city is so bad that it receives 
an F from the American Lung Association, as I'm sure you know. The question is, how can this 
be? I think you know. 

The state agency charged with protecting our air's quality doesn't. The TECQ is a politically 
poisoned and industry-corrupted body that spends more time and money suing the EPA than 
protecting the right of Texans to breathe clean air. Now there's no more time to play this game. 
Climate collapse, not climate change. Climate collapse is staring us in the face. The future is 
bleak. You must act now to reduce methane emissions and their attendant VOCs on all polluting 
facilities, new and existing. You have all of the facts. More are coming in every day in favor of 
this sort of regulation. So please, act meaningfully and forcefully. 

Denton is contacting on you. Texas is counting on you. The nation is counting on you, and the 
earth is counting on you. Thank you very much for your time. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 150 

Comment: I want to thank the EPA and express my gratitude to you for the new proposed rules 
regarding reducing methane emissions from providers. Thank you for that. We need that and are 
grateful, but that is not all that I came here to say. I happen to be Jewish, and I've just arrived 
here in Dallas from Yom Kippur services at my temple and congregation -- it's Congregation Kol 
Ami in Flower Mound. Yom Kippur is the Jewish day of atonement, and if you haven't heard 
from any Jews at today's hearing that's because we're supposed to be at our synagogue 
confessing collectively and publicly that we have missed the mark in our individual and 
collective ethical and group responsibilities -- in our individual and collective duties as ethical 
and responsible global citizens in the past year and in the year ahead. 

And, in fact, I'm not supposed to be here right now. I should be back at the temple, but I worked 
it out with God, and God says it's okay for me to be here. The fact that EPA has drafted these 
new rules shows that you understand that our nation has been missing the mark regarding the 
regulation of pollution by our oil and gas industry. Here in Texas, we have really, really missed 
the mark, and we need your help. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 153 

Comment: I'm a double major at the University of North Texas living in Denton and doing 
philosophy and mechanical engineering at the graduate level, so I'm here today to support EPA's 
proposed rule to cut methane and other volatile organic compounds a/k/a VOCs, from oil and gas 
facilities. I draw on my research at the University ofNorth Texas which is focused on the local 
air quality and effects of shale oil and gas activity in the Dallas-Fort Worth area. 

So there are several -- several research showing the emerging effects on exposure to oil and gas 
VOC emissions on adults, children, and fetuses, which is important. It's not my area of expertise. 
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My research is focused on the secondary local impact ofVOCs, and that's ground-level ozone or 
smog. 

In recently published peer-reviewed research, me and Dr. Kuruvilla, my supervisor, we studied 
the ozone trends in the D/FW Metroplex by comparing daily peak with the significant number of 
gas and oil wells and comparing that to the eastern side of the D/FW area that doesn't have that 
many number of oil and gas wells. And as you may know, ozone is an emission which contains 
methane gas, as well, so we -- we applied those factors to the statistical methods and we removed 
meteorological impacts from the ozone trends and we looked at the meteorological ozone or we 
can kind of call it man-mandate ozone, and, you know, there's a difference between shale gas 
regions and non-shale gas regions. 

There's an increase in ozone -- in meteorological ozone after 2009 in the western side of the 
Metroplex, so which can be explained in terms ofVOCs emitted from oil and gas wells. This 
table is really small, but this table is showing the really disappointing history of the ozone 
attainment of the D/FW area. 

And given this, I recommend that the state need to go beyond the traditional approach to control 
-- to control ozone, and they need to adopt new and -- new and more strict controls on the oil and 
gas industry and facilities because the effect is very local, and it can be smoothed out if you only 
consider average numbers in a large area like D/FW. 

And this is another graph showing the comparison between VOC trends in Dallas versus Denton. 
The blue one is Dallas since 2000 to 2014, and the red one is Denton. And considering the 
number of people living in these two cities and the traffic load, it's really -- I mean, the 
difference is really significant and kind of shocking. 

And I broke down the graph into more graphs showing the average VOC trend and also the 
maximum and 19th percentile trends, so on the left side is the median and -- and mean value 
trends, Dallas and Denton. On the right side is the 19th percentile and the maximum value 
trends. Both show there's a huge gap between Dallas and Denton, and so why the median and 
mean value are important for ozone formation, the maximum and 19th percentile are really 
important for acute exposure and adverse health impact on exposure, so it is important for all of 
us to look at both the synoptic impact of oil and gas and also long-term impacts of those sources 
on VOCs. And this is an ongoing research that I'm going to show. 

The relationship between oil and gas wells in the area which is the map on the left side is 
showing the number of wells in the census tract in the area versus the -- the number of 
households with incomes under $20,000 per year, which is kind of showing there are people -
the people who are very likely to -- to bear the burden of air pollution are also likely to be from 
families with lower income and also from a family without health insurance. 

The left -- the right map is showing the number of uninsured people in the census tract, so in 
conclusion, this is why we should support the new EPA proposal because VOCs do not 
automatically go down. There must strict control on fugitive and vented VOCs and methane and 
in all stages of oil and gas development including production and existing. 
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When asked if he would submit his findings to the EPA, the commenter stated: 

Of course, and the part of it on the ozone trend is also published. It's not accessible for the 
public, but -- you have to pay; but I will submit this to you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 156 

Comment: Good afternoon. Thank you for having this hearing. I'm pleased to be here. I 
appreciate your listening to the speeches because I listen to them, too, and I learn and add to my 
knowledge of protecting the environment and promoting conservation. I'm very conservative 
about these subjects, and I know people surrounding me do the best they can, so my compromise 
is not really acceptable because to me, it's going backwards all of the time. 

So I am here to tell you my point of view, my persuasion, and I am here to admonish you. I'm 
here to persuade you. I'm here to support the strongest standards that you propose and for you to 
hold the oil and gas petroleum industry to the strictest rules that you are proposing and keep 
considering any further improvements of these rules and regulations. 

I have been studying methane and C02 from the Internet, and I find information every day. I 
watch newsletters from the scientists for biodiversity, the union of concerned scientists, the Pope 
Francis visit on climate change. He's been preaching this lately in June with his edict that's so 
famous now and so needed by the whole world. I've been watching the UN, and I've watched 
people criticize the UN. And only in December of2014 they had yet another world summit in 
Lima, Peru, on climate change, and we can still remember the Copenhagen Summit in Denmark 
recently. 

I do believe climate change is occurring. I do believe I'm watching it, and I do believe that what 
I'm studying in fracking, oil and gas, coal emissions, actually industrialization, agriculture, 
changes in the land, are really contributing to climate change while I'm watching it. I've been 
studying this since 2009, and I was only a dilettante before that, watching what was talked in the 
news about environment and science, and so I think-- I think I'm here-- at D/FW, I've watched 
severe drought, I've watched unusual rainstorms of 12 inches in two hours. I was out in it in my 
car watching floods in my area, which I'm not going to tell you where it was. I was driving 
through it and stopping driving because you have to stop driving because your car won't go 
through. I've seen 12-inch rainstorms twice just in the last 20 years, so I think I have seen climate 
change right here in Dallas. 
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I've seen air visibility questions which is a new word for smog. I've seen air pollution reports that 
tell us to stay inside. I've seen long summers of days over 100, and I'm reminding you that small 
changes have to be made in each country, in each area of people contributing what they can do, 
and oil and gas petroleum fossil fuels need to be regulated and limited if possible and I say that 
our community has to be proactive, too, in the sustainability suggestions which are on the 
Internet. 

So I'm going to add one fact to all of these technical speeches I've been listening to. I looked at a 
National Geographic poster in a classroom about Friday, and it was fascinating explanation of 
global warming and climate change, and it was undeniable from National Geographic. The first 
fact I learned, and I was reminded of, nitrogen is 78 percent of our atmosphere. Oxygens 21 
percent of our atmosphere, and other gases are one percent of our atmosphere. That means that 
C02, the VOCs, the methane, the greenhouse gases are all going into that one percent, which is 
the factor which changes of greenhouse gas and affects our climate and our communities and our 
environment and our -- our good air. Thank you for listening. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 159 

Comment: In addition to the important climate protection benefits that this proposed rule and 
should any other rules to limit methane emissions from existing infrastructure will hopefully be 
forthcoming, there is also a considerable benefit to the local air quality. This will be a much 
needed improvement since the Texas Railroad Commission which is tasked with regulating the 
oil and gas structures and the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality have done a 
woefully inadequate job of protecting Texas residents from the environmental damage of 
hydraulic fracturing. I'm sure you've heard a lot of this testimony today. 

In addition to the water pollution, residents that live near oil and gas walls and processing 
facilities are subjected to dangerous air pollution including carcinogens such as benzene. Studies 
have shown in some areas there's already a correlation between oil and gas development and low 
birth weight and other birth defects including serious conditions like heart defects. These impacts 
on health are unacceptable. Regional air quality is also suffering. 

Thanks to the volatile organic compounds that are emitted from oil and gas activity, San Antonio 
and the Dallas-Fort Worth area are going to have an even more difficult time complying with 
health-based EPA standards. Vulnerable populations such as the elderly and children will 
continue to suffer respiratory conditions especially asthma if the situation isn't rectified. 
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We're excited that these rules have been proposed and hope they will be quickly expanded and 
improved upon in the future. Thank you for your time. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 163 

Comment: It's hard to put much stock in an agency that doesn't even believe that smog is 
much of a problem, which TECQ officially does, so I'm here to speak for this oppressed majority 
when I tell you that most Texans support these methane rules and other clean air measures, but 
you could do more. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 170 

Comment: I'm terribly in support of EPA's efforts to clean our air and reduce 
greenhouse emissions by controlling methane emissions from oil and gas sources. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 175 

Comment: These rules are a wonderful first step. They can't be our last. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 178 

Comment: A recent study done over a four-year time frame in Pennsylvania found 
that hospitalization rates increased in areas of close proximity to unconventional oil and gas 
drilling. In this study, cardiovascular admissions were statistically significantly higher. The 
effects on children's health from exposure to environmental toxins is staggering. A conservative 
estimate for the cost of asthma in the United States is over $2 billion, and for childhood cancers 
the cost is over $600,000 per case. Their health is compromised before they become adults, 
increasing the odds of premature mortality. Is this the future we want for our children? 

Study after study concludes that reductions in methane emissions are beneficial to human health. 
Overall reductions in ozone-related premature mortality would be greatly reduced. The costs of 
implementing these regulations is negated by the costs associated with premature 
mortality. Should new technological learning take place that aggressively reduces methane 
emissions, we would see a reduction in premature mortality five times greater than the least 
expensive scenario of methane control. That's over 640,000 lives. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 182 

Comment: I really appreciate your efforts, and I'm very supportive of the regulations that we 
are all commenting on here today, but I would like the EPA to go even further. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
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AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 184 

Comment: So what it really comes to for me is that this is an economic question of hidden 
costs of oil and gas production, and, you know, there's two options. There's regulation and also a 
price on greenhouse gas emissions. In the absence of congressional action, we're doing exactly 
what we have to do, and I applaud you guys for your efforts and this administration for 
everything that they've done. 

Really, to me, it comes down to this. The last thing I'll say, I won't take all of your time. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 186 

Comment: That type of pollution is not being paid for by the producers, and I applaud you 
for your efforts to make that happen. And if it's in the most inefficient way, and that's what I 
truly believe through regulation, so be it. If the industry is going to fight and not allow 
the market-based approaches work, then I applaud your efforts in everything you're doing. Thank 
you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 195 

Comment: We strongly support the proposed rules regulating methane emissions from the oil 
and gas industry. We are in San Antonio just north of downwind from the huge Eagle Ford 
fracking plant. Our air quality has deteriorated substantially over the last several years and is 
now in nonattainment for current ozone standards let alone the soon to be released 
new standards. 
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A significant portion of our air pollution comes from transport, both down IH-35, the corridor 
from North Central Texas coal plants and also from Eagle Ford to the southeast. VOCs are a 
major contributor to our smog, and Eagle Ford is a major emitter of these VOCs. Our air 
has become unhealthy and is harming our children and elderly, asthmatics and people with 
COPD, and people who work outside. We are trying to build a more physically active and fit 
community, and yet, going outside can be unhealthy. 

I frequently attend our area council government meetings and have seen extensive 
data supporting the above claims. I have seen infrared pictures of huge gas leaks at Eagle Ford 
drilling sites and from storage tanks. I have seen night-sky images of dozens and dozens of 
flares throughout the Eagle Ford area. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 215 

Comment: Yes, I do want the proposed regulations on methane emissions from oil and 
gas production. Our climate is changing much faster than climate scientists have predicted. The 
window on which we can preserve our climate is closing fast. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 220 

Comment: The League of Women Voters of Texas strongly supports the proposed emission 
standards for new and modified sources for the oil and gas industry. We are appreciative of the 
determination ofEPA to propose these standards. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 248 

Comment: Hi. I'm Jane Lind. We raced to get here. I didn't even have a speaking slot until we 
arrived because I have some very relevant stories that have happened this week, last week, and 
I'm going to try to use this time to share with you what's going on. 

Okay. On the 21st, on Monday night, at around 11:15, a neighbor called me from across the 
subdivision, and she said, does it smell by your house? She was pretty upset because the 
smell was so horrific, so I stuck my head out the door, just popped it open just a little bit, and it 
was like knock you over off your feet smelled like rotten eggs. Quickly, I shut the door. I 
called 911 and called the TECQ. I called Atmos. Atmos told us to evacuate, but they also told us 
don't start your car engine. We couldn't go outside. It was just very, very frightening. 

I woke up with a wicked headache. Woke up-- my daughter was all dizzy, and she had 
a headache the next day, so we had health effects from this. I just got a call from TECQ 
this afternoon, two days later. They finally got around to going out there. Now, I had found out 
the next morning from our 911 operator that they were receiving calls widespread all across the 
city from ten miles to the south, from ten miles to the west, and in other cities where there was a 
huge plume. We don't know what it was. I'm guessing possibly hydrogen sulfide. We don't 
know. I mean, Atmos checked the area, did their survey. They said all clear. They checked their 
pipelines. They said there were no problems there. 

The last I heard, the Railroad Commission was going to go out and try to figure things out. The 
problem is, TECQ takes two days to get out there, they're not going to find anything. Of course, 
since it's a plume, it's long gone; so I'm really upset with them because our state is not protecting 
us with the air. This is not the first time I have been poisoned in my house. I was also poisoned 
April II, 2011, from a Chesapeake drill site 1,500 feet from my home. This also happened in the 
middle of the night. And then last week, we've been involved with neighborhood meetings. 

This is shifting gears. We've got a drill site with undeveloped land, and this is kind of a totally 
different topic, but we've got undeveloped land around these drill sites. Nobody wants to build 
on this land because it's so close to drilling. So now they're in desperation. The property owners 
are trying to sell their land to developers to build new homes right up against drill sites. Guys, we 
need rules. We need, like, really stricter regulations on what they can get because Sharon Wilson 
from Earthworks came out to our drill site a while back, and we took -- on two different 
occasions, we took FLIR videos. And that drill site with the gas compressor is spewing. 

I mean, there are actually-- we have video footage of this, so we need help. We live here. Our 
children are here. Our schools are here, and, you know, to be poisoned in your own home and 
then for our state to not be responsive-- and we have gone to our city. We have tried to get our 
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city to purchase the right equipment to do the proper air testing, and the answer I get is, well, we 
don't want to overregulate because the state's got that covered. 

Well, the state doesn't, so we're coming to you. We're hoping that you will help us out. We really 
need stricter rules, but not only do we need the stricter rules, we need enforcement. We need 
somebody, you know, boots on the ground who can respond to the issues when they do arise. 
So thank you. I have a minute left. Let me think if there's anything else. 

I have no preparation. This is all just --because it's so relative. This is my life now. This is where 
I live, and the air is horrible, you know. We've got so many kids with asthma, breathing 
problems, and, you know, like when I leave the area, I feel great. When I come back to Dallas
Fort Worth, I feel sick because, like, the air is so yuck here. We need some help. The gas 
industry has so much money they can do things to their equipment. There are things they can do 
to make it safer. If they're going to put this stuff inside the middle of our 
residential neighborhoods, we expect that they would do whatever they can do to make it safer. 

So thank you for your time, and I hope you can help us because we need your help because the 
State of Texas is not helping us. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 249 

Comment: My name is Tamika Dickerson. I live in Arlington. I'm a retired mom of four, and 
I'm not going to be one of your subject matter experts, but anyway, but I do have some stories I 
would like to share with you. 

My life I think is-- I consider comprised of two parts, before December the 2nd in 2012 when I 
thought I was going to die from what I consider was a heavy metal plume in my neighborhood. I 
was called by my friend who asked me to come over to her neighborhood just north of me, which 
is down the hill at a very low elevation to come and diagnose-- you know, help diagnose 
the smell. 

So dumbly, I went over there. I was sitting in my car with the window open on one side, and 
suddenly in-- this plume or whatever it was at this low-lying area, I'm losing my consciousness. 
I thought I'm not my own, and I remember this panicky feeling, you know, just asking God to 
give me the strength to be able to drive away. And somehow I managed to do that, but it changed 
my life, the way I look at life. I mean, that was scary, that that can happen to someone. 

15-65 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00065 



Arlington -- there were Arlington police officers in the area trying to figure out where the smell 
was coming from. No one could figure it out. It was blamed on compost. That's what Arlington 
chose to blame it on. It was compost, and this other police officer got really, really sick; and he 
got mad to the point that he was calling me all day long how he's going to sue the City of 
Arlington because of the health effects that he had. Of course, the spokesman from the Arlington, 
Texas, police department immediately came forward and said, hey, you wore the blue uniform 
today. You're not allowed to talk about this. 

So ever since that time, I've taken, you know, more interest in what's going on around me. The 
latest event was the one that Jane Lind was already talking about. My husband told me around 
11:30 Monday evening, you need to come out and smell this. And he described it as a very, very 
sour smell. I went outside, and you could not ignore it. I mean, it was horrific. And like a fool, I 
walked through my house. I got to the backyard. My husband says, trust me, it's also in the 
backyard, so I smelled it all around. At the same time, I feel like my lungs are just starting to fill 
up. I feel like I have trouble getting a breath. 

So after that, I closed the door, went inside, called 911, called Atmos Energy, and finally, 
because we had been having sewer problems with the City of Arlington because of the 
earth moving, I called the city water department. Long story short, after calling 911 and trying to 
follow up with what went on, I was told that it was a sewer problem in the area. Two different 
911 operators told me it was sewer problems and the water department is working on it. 
However, I had the whole entire sewer crew show up to give me a report at 1:30 a.m. Tuesday 
morning to tell me there were no sewer problems. But for two days, the City of Arlington 
officials are telling me that they had sewer problems. 

Sewer problems don't cause that kind of plume. The plume was very widespread for miles and 
miles in Arlington. My husband even went out in his car and was trying to reach to see which 
way it was coming from, you know, whether it was a nearby drill site. The wind was from the 
east, so we have no idea where it was coming from. 

I'm here to share my little story because I support whatever cost it's going to be there to prevent 
these chemicals from being released into the atmosphere and to impact our citizens. You don't 
want that for yourself and your kids. I don't want it for my family and my grandchildren, my 
pets. I mean, whether it's methane or otherwise. I don't know enough about particular chemicals 
to talk about it in detail, but I'm against releasing all of these harmful chemicals, methane or 
otherwise. So thank you for listening to me. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:40PM; Public Hearing #2- Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: I want to start by acknowledging this organization's efforts to control methane 
emissions. I live in Denton, Texas. And I'm here today to support the EPA's efforts to create 
more stringent rules for the reduction of greenhouse gases or specifically the reduction, if not 
total elimination, of methane and other VOCs that are leaking into the atmosphere through 
hydraulic fracturing. I will tell you right up front that I truly believe that fracking is the worst 
environmental disaster of our generation. I don't want to leave this destructive legacy for future 
generations to deal with. 

I'm sure this panel will hear hundreds of more specific documented instances of the dangers that 
methane and other VOCs have caused to the environment, as well as the health and safety of 
those working on and living near oil and gas wells. We have all seen the countless videos of the 
continuously leaking wells. We know about the 2,500-square-mile methane cloud that looms 
over New Mexico that is manmade. We have seen the thousands of flare vents in North Dakota 
and every other state in this country that has producing oil and gas wells. 

As we know -- and we know that the same scenario plays out all over this entire planet. The oil 
and gas industry is only concerned about making profits with little or no regard for human and 
environmental health. You guys go against them all the time. You will know this. It's like a 
dinosaur that just keeps trampling and desecrating whatever is in its way. 

The citizens of Denton, myself included, saw firsthand how this industry will stop at nothing to 
get what they want when our local fracking ban was overturned at the state level by HB 40. As 
much as they spend on the Denton issue, as they dubbed it, it is minuscule in comparison to their 
efforts everywhere else in this country and around the world. Their money coffers run deeper 
than their wells, and they have no problem using them to get what they want. 

Please remember these things I've stated, along with all of the other testimonies that you will 
hear today. I suspect you could easily add 1,000 other people for each of us testifying at the three 
hearings across this country who feel the same way as we do who are not able or willing to 
publicly voice their opinions. 

We all want clean air to breathe. We want our children and their grandchildren to live in a 
cleaner environment than we're living in now. We want the O&G and other industries to stop 
polluting our air, our land and our waterways. We want to stop relying on fossil fuels to power 
our vehicles, homes and businesses and to move to the renewable energy sources of wind and 
solar. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
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AM-2:40PM; Public Hearing #2- Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 8 

Comment: Thank you so much. I am Faith Chatham, and I am speaking on behalf ofDFW 
Regional Concerned Citizens. I'm a resident of Arlington, Texas. And I am going to be reading it 
because I basically have spent so much time reading your rules that I couldn't get mine printed 
out. Thank you for hearing me today. I appreciate the work you have done to be at this point in 
the process. Methane does need to be included in the regulations. New and modified sources 
should be regulated. This is a very intermediate step. Thank you for bringing it forward today so 
that these rule changes which are approved can be implemented in the very near future without 
waiting until you have completed other ongoing studies, hearings and evaluations necessary to 
propose those things which will enable you to include changes to existing source regulation. 

We must have air and water for civilization to thrive. Our nation's natural resources can be 
developed without exploiting every living thing which depends on air to breathe and water to 
survive. Attempts by some in Congress to deter the EPA from doing its constitutional duty to 
preserve this nation by interfering with the leadership of the EPA and your scientists and support 
staff does not improve the oil and gas industry or help this nation. 

I am going on record here stating that instead of the head of the EPA being impeached in 
response to your Agency presenting these rules, voters should remove the congressional 
grandstanders who attempt to hamper your Agency from efficiently and effectively doing its job. 

I urge you to adopt these proposed rules and for them to be implemented expediently. They are a 
good intermediate step. I hope you are able to release the proposed rules for completing and 
bringing existing sources into compliance by the end of this year. 

The job is not complete, and there are still serious holes which technology and implementing 
best practices can close when rules are applied to existing sources. 

As wells age and become less profitable, their operators sometimes delay maintenance and 
improvements that are essential for clean, safe operation. Perhaps, these rules should require 
operators to place funds in escrow while they're really profitable to ensure that they are properly 
maintained when production or the price per barrel drops. 

I hope that in a few months, we will be standing before you again commenting on the rest of the 
changes and what should be made to protect current and future residents of this planet. When we 
are back again, I truly hope that the document you present for review is much more concise and 
includes rules for bringing existing sources into alignment with these rules. The value of your 
work is not measured by how many words on paper, but how clearly you communicate the 
validity of your argument and how easy you make it for people to comprehend, evaluate and 
implement. 
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There is sound science behind the rule changes you propose. One point that everyone in this 
room will probably concur with me on is that 591 pages of a proposal is too much, and it's too 
long. It exceeds the length of the average number of pages in a currently published nonfiction 
book by 291 pages. 

Yes. I printed out all591 pages, and I read at least 400 of them. The rules are important for the 
survival of civilization, so we need to make them as easy to implement as possible and that we 
can understand. 

Regulating and insisting on measurement of emissions, not just estimates, is important. You've 
done that. We need to cut down the time frame in which these problems are corrected. Giving 
them a free hand to go to the next one is not enough. Do not allow them to monitor themselves. 
And go down to three months. Calling for frequent measurements is important. 

It's very frustrating when you have-- when they always say, Oh, well, this is within our 
allowables. That has always happened. We've got -- and in states such as Texas, it's essentially 
important that y'all enforce and do not rely on the TCEQ or our state legislature, to depend upon 
them because many of these sources are in highly densely populated areas. And the state 
legislature has removed local controls and local oversight and reduced the ordinances. Thank you 
so much. Good job, folks. I will be submitting this online. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM - 2:40 PM; Public Hearing #2 - Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 30 

Comment: And I am not coming with scientific or even personal stories. But I am coming from 
two points of view. I was on the Dallas Planning Commission when we did the most recent gas 
drilling ordinance here, and that experience taught me a certain number of things. 

The other thing is I have been an activist in the field of money and politics for the last almost ten 
years, and those go together. 

So these are my points. I see -- I am supportive of what the -- what you-all are suggesting. 
Although, I go along with everyone else in suggesting that it needs to go that one step further. 

Because otherwise, as someone asked online on the streaming up there, so will this affect, you 
know, any of us already living with it? And the answer, of course, is no, unless there is some sort 
of change to what you do propose. What I learned -- and I think this sounds simplistic, but you 
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probably know what I am talking about -- what I learned on the Planning Commission is that 
applicants are like teenagers and the Planning Commission or the Zoning Commission or the 
EPA, or whatever, is like the parent. 

And corporations have absolute right to push as hard as they can for the profits that they want to 
make for their shareholders. But in a democracy, in a health democracy, there's a balance. If 
there is no balance, if there's no parent who says-- you know, can I come in at 2:00? No. It has 
to be 11:00. Well, okay, 12:30. Right? If that doesn't happen, if the government doesn't take that 
role, then our community has been-- lost its balance. It's lost its safety. 

And our current world right now, because of the omnipresent money that is everywhere, there 
are only a few places that a citizen can go. One is a federal Agency if you live in any state like 
Texas where money has-- it's bought by oil and gas or courts. And that's a fight we're fighting 
right now because the courts are getting bought as well. 

So my point is simply that it has gotten forgotten, the role of the regulatory bodies. They should 
be there in the same way that the marketing people, the people in the free market are there. If that 
doesn't balance, everybody's harmed. As in the family, if you didn't balance your teenagers, 
everyone, right, everyone suffers from that. So what -- I'm basically telling you something you 
probably know. But not enough people appreciate about your side of the table. When I was on 
that side of the table, one of the ways that I saw the effect of money was in the lobbyists. And the 
fact that I was just a person, I agreed to do this free job that was, you know, time-consuming. I 
had no credentials for it. No one asked me to be an expert in any of those fields, so whether it 
was the tattoo parlor on one day or the huge development or oil and gas drilling with pages and 
pages of regulations. 

So the weight, of course, was on the paid lobbyists who just came in and said, Here, here's the 
way, you know, it should be written. It's all written right, etcetera. We were lucky. We had 
volunteers and some paid people who gave us the other side, which gave us a chance to look a 
little at it. And we came up with a fairly progressive decision here in Dallas. But that's when I 
realized what that money does. Everyone who was coming talking to us was doing it as people 
have been here on their own time. So we appreciate what you have done. We need you to do 
more, especially in a state where our state is not doing it for us and we're bought by oil and gas. 
Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: And so first of all, I really just want to say thank you so much for taking the 
important first step of even working to control methane emissions. Methane is definitely a highly 
potent greenhouse gas. And over a 20-year time scale, it's going to be 86 times more powerful at 
trapping heat than carbon dioxide. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM - 2:40 PM; Public Hearing #2 - Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 52 

Comment: So thank you-all from the EPA for being here today and listening to the American 
people who desperately need your help in the battle against pollution and the climate change. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM - 2:40 PM; Public Hearing #2 - Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 54 

Comment: So what you're doing with the regulations that regulate methane is critically 
important. Because methane -- I had -- my information said 25 times as important and as 
powerful as C02. I see 86 times in the literature this morning. Whatever it is, it's huge. And it is 
the real risk of this clean gas revolution that we think we're in. 

But y'all have very detailed studies on methane. Y'all have very detailed studies on all the nuts 
and bolts and pipes and valves and compressors in the gas industry and that's what you're trying 
to deal with. 

I was going to read the regulation before I came down here until I realized that it was 591 pages. 
And I thought, well, there is real experts to deal with this. And thank you for being those experts. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:40PM; Public Hearing #2- Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 61 

Comment: So it's definitely needed for you to be there, and I can't say how excited I am that 
we're finally going to have some resolution protecting communities against oil and gas. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM - 2:40 PM; Public Hearing #2 - Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 97 

Comment: In closing, we are of the opinion that EPA's regulations are not prohibitive to the oil 
and gas industry and will enhance air quality for our citizens. They set the right policy and 
encourage the use of renewable energy. 

In that regard, take note that Denton has part interest in a coal-power generation facility, but now 
envisions energy production for facilities with a cleaner environmental footprint. 

We are in the process of moving to new renewable energy to address our environment footprint. 
We currently have 45 percent renewable energy and plan to increase that percentage 
substantially in the not-too-distant future. 

This has been a struggle, but the end result is an investment in wind and solar power with far less 
of an environment footprint than before. We believe the oil and gas industry just like -- will 
adapt and that EPA's policy is sound. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: Most of the states are not regulating air emissions to the extent necessary. And local 
governments are not in the best position to effect change. Denton expects that a substantial 
number of additional gas wells will be drilled in the city, and our citizens will continue to be 
impacted. Therefore, we support the proposed rules as drafted by the EPA. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM - 2:40 PM; Public Hearing #2 - Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 103 

Comment: And so I would like to say that the proposed Clean Power Plan dealing with carbon 
dioxide and the one dealing with methane and especially the regional one dealing with ozone that 
you guys are considering, I think, is fantastic work. 

It would be even more fantastic if you would have implemented this 25 years ago when 
everybody was screaming and shouting to begin with, but we will take it now to give people a 
charge. Right? Cool. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM - 2:40 PM; Public Hearing #2 - Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 115 

Comment: So the EPA proposal, as it stands, would not only reduce methane, but it would also 
reduce the smog and soot formed by other chemicals that leak alongside the methane. That 
would have a big impact, especially in cities and areas near where the gas and oil extraction is 
done. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
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AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 13 

Comment: I -- to be honest with you, I don't have a lot of facts and logistics before me, but I do 
stress stronger EPA regulations and policy enforcement, just like any other person that wants to 
breathe and has the right to clean air. 

I-- oh, I also used to work for a big oil field company in the Farmington area, and I used to drive 
a chemical truck. And I have seen, firsthand, how some of this -- some of this -- some of those 
guys work in the field. And it's probably not the best thing to see, you know, some of the 
practices they have. 

As a matter of fact, I've even gotten released from one company for having -- I guess, blowing 
the whistle, more or less. But I was proud to do that, you know, because I'm all for the 
environment, and I just -- seems like something everybody should be concerned about. 

I understand that I live in a methane hotbed. And you can see satellite images projecting these -
these views, and it's actually quite humbling and scary at the same time. So I think, and I stress 
and implore, any kind of regulations and enforcement that -- that make you put people in place. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 41 

Comment: You've probably seen the satellite images of the largest methane plume in the 
country hovering over our Four Comers area, which many call a national sacrifice zone, which 
supplies a lot of the fossil fuels that power our homes. 

So together we drove up. We're young people, middle-aged people, and seniors. We're urban 
people and rural people and tribal people. We're kids and nurses and citizens. So all of you from 
New Mexico, can you wave, wave to everybody and say, we've come a long way to have you 
hear us. We thank you for putting out these rules. We think they're incredibly important. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 55 

Comment: The management of methane is not an easy thing. And I appreciate you taking on the 
task with these rules that are projected to reduce methane by something like 25 to 30 percent 
over the next few years. We're lucky, on a good day, if the enforcement is adequate. If we're not 
relying on an industry self-reporting, on a good day we'll get cuts like that, 25 or 30 percent. 

But there are no plans to cut the number of wells being drilled, so there's nothing to prevent 25 
and 30 percent more wells being drilled very quickly and making up, essentially -- you know, not 
right on the money with the numbers, but essentially completely erasing all the gains that these 
new rules present; you know, would present ideally. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 59 

Comment: Given my personal experience ofbreathing VOC levels far above normal ambient 
concentrations, I strongly support the proposed NSPS rules for methane and VOC. This is 
important for climate change, ground-level ozone, and to human health. When oil and gas 
operations are efficient, there are clear benefits to everyone; the public, industry, and 
government. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: I came up here, actually, to talk a little bit about my life. When I went to China, I 
went to Beijing, it was dangerous to walk outside. That's how bad the air was. It's dangerous to 
drink the water. That's how bad it is. It's dangerous to go swimming. That's how bad it is. It's 
dangerous to do anything, you know, that's related to open sewage and situations that we would 
consider, in this country, completely horrid. 

But at the same time, I also recognize that Colorado's the leading oil and gas producer in the 
Western states, but it also has to be tempered with the ability for us to control what's going on. I 
can't imagine what the world -- what this country would look like if we were taking the China 
model, which is basically, the EPA is whatever you can get away with. 

It's very disheartening to see great, beautiful landscapes being completely trashed by the 
environment-- or the environment being trashed by little to no regulations. So I'm really 
appreciative that we are in a situation in this country where we have a voice, we have the ability, 
we have the --we have the department that actually can make a difference. And I'm real 
appreciative of that. 

So again, it's very -- I'm honored to be here, because it is such an important endeavor, and I think 
that we are blazing the trail here in the oil and gas industry for these states in moving forward. 

The altitude here is a very important decision in, you know, controlling oil and gas emissions, 
because the altitude here has a tendency to exacerbate the problem. C02; people with asthma, 
which is a health issue for people in general; and the reduced oxygen certainly doesn't 
promulgate well with reducing the already thin oxygen that we have by all these other pollutants. 

Things as simple as not allowing gas mopeds in the major cities is a great way to reduce the 
problems that I see in China or in Monjo or in the -- even in the inner parts of the country in 
China that are completely trashed because of the lack of regulations. 

So I'm very happy that this is going on here and in Washington and in Pennsylvania, and I hope 
that good things come out of this. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: As an oil and gas employee here in Colorado, the methane emission rules 
implemented here at the state level was created together with industry, government, and the 
public to make our communities safer and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The industry I 
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work for did not leave the state, drilling has not stalled due to the new rules, nor have I been a 
witness to any complaints from any colleagues I work with. I expect, that this rule, once 
implemented, will only have one effect, and one effect only, and that is cleaner air for the 
community in which we operate. 

Last year when Colorado came out with its own rules, Anadarko, Encana, and Noble Energy all 
were in favor of the proposed rules. Curtis Reuter of Noble Energy said, "We support the Air 
Division's proposed rules because it's the right thing to do for the environment, for public health 
and our company." 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 93 

Comment: We know that multiple mitigation options exist for methane emissions from the oil 
and gas industry and that, in fact, most of them are very cost effective and involve proven 
technologies and practices. 

Therefore the Center strongly supports efforts to directly limit methane emissions from new oil 
and gas sources under Section Ill (b) of the Clean Air Act. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: And we note that the proposed standard would include, for the first time, green 
completions for hydraulically fractured wells; pneumatic pumps, compressor stations, and well 
sites; and requirements extended to all pneumatic controllers, centrifugal compressors, and 
reciprocating compressors. 
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We would request that the EPA act more decisively and strengthen rules that control leaks from 
this significant pollution-- pollutant from the oil and gas industry, specifically: Stronger methane 
reductions can be achieved with proven technology; 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 101 

Comment: Overall, we strongly support the rules of the NSPS as significant steps in addressing 
methane emissions from upstream oil and gas operations. We are seeing a reduction in leaks in 
Colorado due to Colorado's recently adopted methane rule, so we are confident that these 
amendments by EPA will also lead to significant reduction in leaks and emissions of methane in 
states that have not directly regulated methane. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: Building on Colorado models, these rules will help create a level playing field for the 
Colorado oil and gas companies, promote efficiency in the oil and gas industry, and better 
protect the health of families from oil- and gas-related air pollution. National rules will also help 
Colorado's methane mitigation industry as other states and regions play catch -up. The oil and gas 
industry itself has noted that, due to Colorado's strongest-in-the-nation methane rules, they will 
have to do little, if anything, to demonstrate compliance with the new federal regulations. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 121 

Comment: Proper regulation and oversight is critical for mitigating these impacts, and that's 
why we're glad to see both EPA and the Bureau of Land Management moving forward with rules 
to reduce methane emissions and waste. And we hope that EPA and the BLM will continue 
collaborating to ensure integrative, smart, thorough, and effective regulations of methane 
emissions and waste. 

And we appreciate the Obama Administration's focus on moving forward with guidelines on the 
oil and gas development, to stop the waste of the nation's resources. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: I was fully in the support of the stringent methane, because that was a way that we 
could fight to ensure that our kids would have good air to breathe. Because, after all, isn't that 
what we're trying to do, is we're trying to ensure that our children have good air to breathe, clean 
water to drink, and to leave the Earth a better place than what it was when we came here? I was 
at a press conference a little while ago, and one thing that I said, and I hold true to this, is that 
you don't put profits over people and you don't put profits over the environment. We are better 
than that, or we should be better than that. I ask that the EPA adopt these rules. In fact, I ask the 
EPA to adopt rules that are more stringent than Colorado's. It's not going to result in the 
apocalypse to the industry. They'll still make profits. But we'll know that we'll be protected. 
Thank you very much. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: My name is Shakti. I am on the Lakewood City Council. I'm here speaking on my 
own behalf, not on behalf of the City, and speaking in support of these proposed regulations and 
to encourage maybe strengthening them in certain ways. 

So I think the regulations are very important, for a number of reasons. One has to do with the 
frequency of extreme weather events. At the city level, we are on the front lines when it comes to 
responding to extreme weather events. In Lakewood we have recently increased our funding for 
storm water and drainage and emergency response, and that's in response to the-- the weather 
patterns that we're seeing in Colorado. 

The second reason has to do with air quality. And that has to do with our-- the fact that we're out 
of compliance for ozone in this area, the --just the basics of we want to make sure we're 
preserving human health. And also we want a pristine view of the mountains. That matters to us 
in Colorado. So both of those -- these issues, can't only -- we can't address them alone. And if we 
look at the ozone, as an example, we already have methane rules here; but on the high ozone 
days, more than half of the ozone, models tell us, come in from other states. And so it just 
reinforces the fact that we can't do this alone and this is an area where it's appropriate to have 
federal regulation. 

The third reason is the protection of the reputation of natural gas. To some extent natural gas has 
a reputation of producing less greenhouse gases, and it's important to maintain that reputation, to 
the extent that it's true. And it's also important for Colorado because it's an important industry in 
our state. 

And then the final one just has to do with a sort of basic practicality. If we're going to be drilling 
and getting methane, we should be using it to heat homes and cook. 

So I -- I support the regulations, and I think that they should be strengthened, particularly in the 
ways that we see Colorado having already successfully implemented regulations; and most 
importantly, to include existing wells just because the impact of those regulations will be so 
much greater. So I thank you for your work and for the opportunity to speak. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
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Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 136 

Comment: Hello. So my name is Griselda. My last name is Landa-Posan, so I am a student at 
CSU. I'm currently studying wildlife and conservation biology, and I'm actually here with --to 
protect our future as well as representing ACSU, which is the student government at CSU. 
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So, first of all, thank you very much for this opportunity. I just want to let you know, I've got to 
speak on behalf of all my students. At CSU we are all very passionate about protecting our 
environment. And we think that what you're doing, taking these steps to help protect our 
environment from methane gas and things like that, is very, very important. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 142 

Comment: Hi. My name is Kelsey Silver. And I'm a student at Colorado State University, and 
I'm here to show the effects --the effects of methane to everyone. I'm here to defend our future. 
And I'm concerned because I consider this an invisible oil spill, and -- and currently there are no 
existing source rules for current oil and gas companies. 

Colorado's extremely important to me, and I plan on living here for a very long time. And while I 
understand that there are many health benefits associated with this rule -- or I understand that 
there are, so I really appreciate your work. I do have asthma, and I know very -- of a lot of 
people at my age that do have it as well. So I thank you for your work, and keep it up. Thank 
you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
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Comment Excerpt Number: 147 

Comment: Very nice. Nice job. Good morning. My name is Dulce Saenz, and I grew up in 
Hudson, Colorado, after emigrating from Mexico at the age of two. I'm the director ofProtegete: 
Our Air, Our Health, a program of Conservation Colorado aimed at elevating the voices of 
Latinos in the climate fight. I'm here today as a member of this country's diverse Latino 
population and as one in five Coloradans who are Latino, to support the EPA's proposed methane 
pollution standards for the oil and gas industry. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 152 

Comment: So we appreciate what EPA is doing, and we ask for the strongest possible methane 
rule from EPA, and to strengthen them in these four ways: 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
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Comment: Ensure that the oil and gas companies capture all possible gas to reduce flaring; 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 157 

Comment: I'm Josh Joswick. I'm here to testify on NSPS Quad Oa. I live in southwest Colorado, 
and that means that I live under the largest methane cloud in the U.S. And it also means that I 
drove more than six hours to get here. And, six hours, you have some time to think. And I was 
thinking about that I honestly couldn't tell you how many times I've done this, in terms of 
testifying before in a rulemaking legislative hearing geared toward holding the oil and gas 
industry accountable for the impacts its --its actions create. 

As county commissioner, a mayor, a private citizen, as a community organizer for over 25 years, 
I've testified on how imperative it is to control this arrogant juggernaut. Sometimes people who 
are holding these hearings listen, and I hope you will. 
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First, I want to thank you. I want to thank the EPA for doing something that's long overdue. This 
rulemaking is an acknowledgment that there's a problem out there that needs to be addressed 
through -- and here, I apologize for using some coarse language -- regulation. What the industry 
is spewing into our air should not be spewed into our air, and the proposals --and your proposals 
start to address that. But they need to go farther. And the one thing that's standing in the way of 
their going farther is, of course, the industry. 

In those 25 years that I have been testifying, I have come to count on one sure thing, and that's 
the industry's mantra that any proposed regulations or rules will create too great a financial 
burden for the industry to be viable; and if any proposed rules are adopted, it will leave the state 
that is proposing those rules. Simply put, those are lies, and the industry is very adept as saying 
them. Rules have been adopted. The industry has never suffered from any of those rules, 
regulations, or legislation here in Colorado, and it won't suffer if the EPA adopts meaningful 
rules. I was in a meeting once where this industry truth-teller actually came out with one of the 
more honest industry positions that I have ever heard on health matters. It was said, during a 
discussion of --on populations that are susceptible to air-pollution- caused asthma, and that's 
young children and the elderly and the infirm -- this guy said, and I quote, What's a little asthma? 
As disappointing as it was to hear that, it was good to hear it, because that confirmed what we 
knew all along, that that was the true industry view of its impacts and its responsibilities for 
them: What's a little asthma? Perhaps the truest thing I've ever heard the industry say, and the 
closest they have ever come to owning their total disregard for the damage they bring to our 
communities. 

If you go into the dictionary, it's surprising how many definitions of "victim" you'll find, but 
nowhere will you find the definition: Victim, the world's most powerful industry, upon being 
subjected to methane emission regulations. Yet that's the claim that industry makes for what the 
EPA is proposing: The industry, victim of an out -of-control bureaucracy hell-bent on regulating 
it out of the country. That claim is a perversion. There are victims here, and it's not the industry. 
The victims are the people who have to breathe the air the industry fouls. But what's a little 
asthma? The EPA can actually do something about that, and that would be to strengthen its draft 
rules. There's another industry perversion being offered here, and that is, wrapping the flag 
around domestic production and claiming minimalist regulation or even self-regulation are for 
the greater good because that promotes energy independence. Everyone here knows this is not 
about energy independence, it's about bottom lines. Here in Colorado where we adopted methane 
emission regulations, the industry is thriving. No matter how stringent the rules are that you 
adopt, operators will continue to do just fine. They know that, yet claim otherwise, and that is a 
falsehood. And that's what you can call them on. Please enact rules that mean something. What 
the industry spews into our air harms us. There's no contesting that. All the industry has is a false 
economic argument, and that cannot be the basis for rules that mean anything. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
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AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 169 

Comment: My name is Rhonda Peters. I'm here today as a concerned mother and a member of 
the Moms Clean Air Force. I care about children, and I believe that they need to be protected 
from methane pollution, which is linked to childhood asthma. You've already heard testimony 
about the facts on how methane relates to ozone, which is linked to asthma. I am here today 
because I personally know far too many children who have asthma, and I'm keenly aware that it 
can take those children's lives at any time. 

Therefore, I support the EPA's proposed rule to cut methane pollution, but I feel it falls short by 
only applying to new wells and not existing ones. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
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AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 174 

Comment: The EPA has to set emission standards that assure the extraction of gas, regardless of 
how it's used, is not going to result in further global warming, climate change, and all the 
associated unsustainable ramifications. 

I'm not a big fan of regulations, but when people behave irresponsibly, then the rest of us have 
no recourse but to create laws and regulations that demand the oil and gas industry respect our 
lives and the lives of our children and the long-term habitability of this planet. 

I thank you, and Addison and Isabella, my great-grandchildren, thank you for the great job you 
are doing, despite all the obstacles that we've put in your path and despite our failure to fund 
your work properly. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 207 

Comment: Good morning. Daniel Tso. (Spoke in Navajo.) Good morning, and I appreciate the 
opportunity to come before you. I just expressed my Clan's and therefore also expressed my 
relationship with the Mother Earth. 

As we grow up, Navajo people are taught that, yes, your mom, she bore you; she's not going to 
be here forever. Mother Earth will always be here for you; for your water, food, and the clean air. 
And so that's how we grow up to be -- do our best to be stewards of the land. 
But with this new technology of hydraulic fracturing, we are facing a tsunami of industrial 
development. Yes, we hear about the wells, and the horizontal drills, but all that also comes with 
the pipelines that connect the wells, the tanks that hold the produced water, the tanks that hold 
the crude oil, plus compressors that compress the well. And so we are now seeing a devastated 
landscape. Where people thought the land was worthless: Let the Navajos live there. And now 
for profit, for economic advancement, for the almighty dollar now, we -- they find out the land 
has value. 

We, as Navajo People, we've always known it had value. That is our customary homeland, land 
between the sacred mountains. We were told that: Occupy that land, you hold the Earth together. 
And now we see this impact, and it puts us in a-- in a different realm. Now we have to start 
talking about air quality, the effects of the methane releases, the compressors that are pumping 
out and are being allowed to release more than the EPA standards. 

The energy companies go to the environment department to ask for waivers on the air quality 
standards; and left and right, they're being allowed the waivers. So we are faced with hydrogen 
sulfide, other volatile organic compounds, that -- that is way away from the rules and regulations 
that are in place. 

And now you are proposing some new regulations, but I say to you, there has to be monitoring, 
there has to be good reporting, there has to be enforcement. Enforcement is the key, and the 
imposition of penalties to those entities that do not meet those new regulations and standards. 

The other aspect that we are concerned with is the impact of the health to our elderly, to our 
relatives that are in marginal health status. We have a high prevalence of diabetes, and we have 
our folks being driven to the dialysis units in Farmington, and so the roads are the lifeline to 
good health. And right now we have 150 trucks on dirt roads, and those trucks raise the dust. 
And so then the folks that have breathing/lung problems, they are also affected. And so in that 
aspect, we are asking, yes, we-- we applaud the fact that you are wanting to do the more 
stringent regulations, but again, I say there has to be monitoring and there has to be enforcement 
and imposition of penalties. I appreciate the time. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: My name is Sussy Valdez, I came to America in 1997, having experience of doing 
my high school thesis in South America about pollution. I was in industry, and I saw how they 
dumped material in the rivers, and also emissions of gas. So then I came to America and I got 
informed as to what is happening here. And sorry for bringing it up, but you might recall the 
movie, John Travolta in, "Civil Action," where there is the dumping of all those toxins in the 
water and they were having cancer. So I remember that EPA stood up and brought all that 
cleanup of all that town water that was really making those people get sick. 

So I am here to only make this comment, because I don't have experience and I don't want to 
name industry, but they insist that the government go to no regulations, and they're ready for it. 
They do everything, like, perfect for passing the test. They audit, inspections. But after the 
inspectors are gone, they go back to their bad procedures. 

So my personal comment, while you are expressing that, if you can put some people or some 
way to really make it that they follow the rules 99.9 percent of the time, because it's perfect. It is 
like having somebody overlooking them. Maybe drones flying, so they cannot shoot them down; 
cameras, men, you know. That is wonderful. 

So that's my only comment. So please implement something that is going to be really in favor of 
every single person, because whatever is happening underground contaminates the water, and it 
leaks by many people who live many miles away. I appreciate it. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Comment: I'm Becky English. And I just want to thank you, EPA, for holding these hearings 
and for promulgating these rules. 

It's a beautiful day in Denver, thanks to EPA. And I say that because I grew up in these parts, and 
I remember the horrible brown cloud of the late '60s, early '70s. And then EPA came in and 
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started, you know, making sure that our smog problem continued to decrease over time, even as 
our population continues to increase. So thank you, EPA. 

I'm here today as one of many representatives of the Sierra Club. I'm the vice chair of our 
executive committee here in Colorado, of the Rocky Mountain Chapter. I am a member of the 
Rocky Mountain Chapter's legislative committee, and I'm the clean energy emissions specialist. 
So I'm certainly not an expert in oil and gas matters, but I wanted to come and speak today 
because this is obviously such an important development. First, I want to thank EPA for 
promulgating these rules, which represent a very important step forward in reducing the 
accumulation of methane in our atmosphere, which is obviously such a dangerous gas, as you 
know, causing horrible short- and medium-term temperature rise for our atmosphere. So I 
recognize it's not easy, in the current political climate, to make a great rule like this happen, so I 
want to thank you for all that you've endured in this process and -- and for making this happen. 

Second, I want to urge you to use the methane rules as a mere point of departure and strengthen 
them considerably, over time, quite aggressively. Even Colorado's rules are stronger. And, 
believe me, it's not easy to oppose the oil and gas industry in our state, because this industry, as 
you may have observed, is sometimes capable of being pretty reckless. And so I just want to urge 
you to stay the course, make these rules stronger as time goes by. 

Third, I want to point out that state-of-the- art technology is available right now to -- to really 
clean up the methane in our environment. We have a wonderful company down in -- west of 
Colorado Springs, Colorado, in a town called Woodland Park. The company is called Sturman 
Industries, and Eddie Sturman has come up with a wonderful engine that can do a lot of different 
things, but one of the applications is that it can be located along the seams of a gas pipeline; it 
can find the -- I mean, it can be located right there where the pipe junctures are; it can detect any 
fugitive leaks, and it can capture them. And it can even -- you know, with auxiliary equipment, it 
can deliver it to a nearby pipeline or waiting trucks or whatever, waiting tanks. 

This technology is here now. There's other wonderful technology on the horizon and already 
available. So I don't want you to ever fall for the line that it's just too expensive or just too 
impossible to create the technology that is necessary to do methane capture. 

By the way, this technology can be powered in the field, without being hooked up to the grid, 
with similar energy. 

Fourth, I want to encourage you to enforce the methane rules and all the Clean Power Plans with 
great vigor. This Clean Power Plan and the methane recovery has the potential to greatly 
accelerate the necessary transition to 100 percent renewable energy, along with serious measures 
for energy efficiency and conservation that we can all do on a local basis, including major energy 
demand reduction that people and utilities can all do and all sectors can participate in, including 
the transportation sector, where I happen to be an entrepreneur. 

I'm delighted that you're doing this, and I just want to urge you to keep going. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: My name is Kent Abernethy; I'm a member of the Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain 
Chapter. I was born and raised in Denver, Colorado. Excuse me. In the 1970s Denver had the 
worst air in the country, second only to Los Angeles, California. My lungs were weak and I was 
thought to have a minor case of asthma. 

Well, thanks to the EPA and emission controls, Denver's air is cleaner now than it was in the 
'70s. And my lungs are good. Doesn't sound right --like they are right now, but my lungs are 
good and they're free of asthma. 

The EPA must have the strongest rules possible, in order to safeguard the health of our citizens, 
for our health and the air that we breathe, and the health of our planet's climate. 

Note that today the Pope was visiting, and both the Pope and the President, both, spoke out that 
the time to act on climate change is now. And it's an absurd waste of our resources to bum off 
methane energy in the pursuit of oil and natural gas. 

Realize that the EPA's job has been made more difficult when horizontal fracking was 
introduced and was exempted from the Clean Water Act. Today enforce the strongest rules 
possible for our air in Colorado, the nation, and as the Pope and President emphasized, the world 
community. Tomorrow, address irreversible contamination of our water due to fracking. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: Jessica Abell. Good afternoon. On behalf of Colorado and New Mexico Interfaith 
Power & Light, I wanted to offer a huge thank you to the EPA for these hearings. We applaud 
your commitment to the public voice. My name is Jessica Abell, and I serve as the project 
director for Colorado Interfaith Power & Light. 
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The Interfaith Power & Light movement has a presence in over 40 states and represents 
thousands of congregations throughout America. These Muslim, Jewish, Buddhist, B'hai, 
Unitarian, Pagan, Mormon, Christian, and other various houses of worship are places where the 
sacredness of Creation is a common part of separate scripture and separate religious practice. 

This morning Pope Francis was welcomed to our nation's capital, and tomorrow he addresses 
Congress. We know that a significant portion of what he will be saying is a reflection of his 
recent encyclical, Laudato Si: On Care of Our Common Home. Pope Francis provides leadership 
for all people of faith in his call for us to take seriously our role to care for Creation and to be 
good stewards of the Earth. Now, I'm a Baptist preacher, not a Catholic, but my own faith nods 
along with this Pope more often than not. 

There are many religious conservatives who argue that Papal teachings are not the proper place 
for environmentalism; they wouldn't ask a spiritual leader for policy advice. But we in the 
Interfaith Power & Light movement believe that no justice-oriented policy change has ever 
happened in America without the faith voice present. Not a one, ever. 

The abolition of slavery, the suffrage of women, the Civil Rights movement were provided 
passion, preaching, and a moral voice by people of faith. And now our moral compass as 
Americans must be oriented to include the protection and stewardship of Creation. 

I am bringing with me today a letter from New Mexico Interfaith Power & Light that is signed 
by faith leaders there. More signatures and similar letters will be generated throughout the region 
as we look toward the upcoming climate talks in Paris. The regional IPL communities here, 
Utah, Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado and western Texas, have special care and concerns for the 
tribal peoples living at our center. Many of us are nurturing and seeking relationships within the 
Four Comers, Navajoland, and other places contained within what is called Indian Country. 

In this letter from New Mexico faith leaders, they commend the EPA for proposing increased 
oversight and regulation of methane within Indian Country. These are important steps. The letter 
says, "The new proposed methane rules are a moral step in the right direction to address the 
health implications of methane leaks with toxic chemicals such as cancer causing benzene and 
smog forming pollutants that trigger asthma. Curbing methane pollution is critical because it is 
over 80 times more potent than carbon dioxide in the first 20 years after release and is 
responsible for one-quarter ofhuman made climate warming. If federal action by the BLM and 
EPA are not taken, methane pollution from the oil and natural gas industry is projected to 
increase around 25 percent over the next 1 0 years." 

I have copies of this letter to leave with you today. Pope Francis reminds us that "Human
induced climate change is a scientific reality. And its effective control is a moral imperative for 
humanity." The recent Islamic Declaration on Global Climate Change calls followers of all faiths 
to specific actions of protection and stewardship. This is the time to heal many of the wounds we 
have wrought on our land. We know that pollution is not discrete, that it is not belched from 
industry to stay in just one place. Whether it be an accidental spill into a river that then flows 
through various states and jurisdictions or the dispersion of methane that these proposed rules 
would curb, toxicity spreads. 
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An ethic of regionalism and a spirit of cooperation must be on your minds as you consider oil 
and mineral policies on tribal lands. There is no place for disrespect or colonialism when we are 
discussing our common human roles as environmental protectors. Federal agencies like yours 
can nurture healthy and regional local solutions. Perhaps people of faith and leaders in the 
Interfaith Power & Light movement can be of service to all parties as you engage in the struggles 
of negotiating oil and mineral rights and regulations with various voices, both sovereign and 
corporate. However you move forward, know that we support this action of curbing methane 
pollution. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: I'm here today to thank EPA for taking a very aggressive move in this country. I 
mean, it's just -- it's thrilling. Thank you very much. That is a very lengthy document that was 
produced. There were a lot of issues in the document. 

But first let me say that you have absolutely embarked on one of the most serious issues in the 
country and the world. Climate change is undeniably a problem, with devastating impacts. 
Climate change has harmful public health impacts. The Clean Power Plan is an undeniable 
economic opportunity to move forward; clean energy, creating jobs and economic growth. 

And climate change is also an undeniable human rights issue. I helped a community many years 
ago move away from the Cherokee Power Plant in Denver, Colorado. They literally were under 
the emissions and the down-draft emissions and upset conditions. And it was legal. It was legal. 
And many people were impacted, and they had to seek legal advice to get out of there. 

And while at this point we are looking at generating standards that are good for tall stacks, 
disbursement, easy disbursement, et cetera, it is still important that we have to look at the issue 
called location. Most of the general public believes that the EPA sets standards based on 
location. We here in Colorado have learned, and I've certainly learned throughout the years, 
location is not what these standards are all about. So many that are impacted locally, with 
generators and emission points that are in their backyard, are concerned. 

But generally speaking, as we look at what the EPA has done with the Clean Power Plan, they 
definitely have moved ahead to help us undo decades of dirty power plants. Air pollution from 
these power plants have caused life-threatening illnesses, child asthma, and it's cost billions of 
dollars. And we all pay the price for this pollution. And now as the President has moved forward 
and the EPA has moved on these proposals, the public is definitely grateful for curbing 
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dangerous carbon pollution for the first time. And so the Clean Power Plan gives us that 
opportunity to move forward and begin to address how dangerous these power plants are. 

One issue, though, that has come to my attention, and it's a local issue, and I really didn't know 
how to begin to help the public understand, that the EPA has a hierarchy of waste management. 
And in this document that's been produced, there are folks that were very concerned about EPA's 
-- that they don't call it an exemption; it is an incentive that the public is very concerned about. 

I've been called about a zoo here in Denver that has been funded by Western Energy Alliance, 
and they wanted to partner and had partnered with the zoo to bring up a waste energy facility. 
There's a big debate. This is gasification. This is pyrolysis. This is plasma gasification. This is 
not an incinerator. We have a war going on in Colorado locally, with the EPA defining this 
system as an incinerator. And what we're learning is, it is gasification incineration; it is the 
production of syngas, a manufacturing of syngas, in the zoo, in City Park, in the neighborhood. 

And it was difficult to help them understand, because they were concerned about the EPA and 
concerned that the location seemed to be a problem. And, you know, again, they don't 
understand. Again, as I emphasized at the beginning, EPA role is not to prevent based on 
location. So dilution is not the solution to pollution, and we have a problem here in Denver. And 
the hierarchy ofEPA's waste management is helping to at least move that along, which is 
absolutely fabulous. And in the end, I do hope that you'll look closely at the document that 
incentivizes bulk garbage burning, because we're seeing that we may be heading back to a point 
where we have incinerators in our backyard, and that's what appears here. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: Speaking as an accountant, when dirty money polluted the American economy and 
destroyed the financial lives of so many Americans, we relied on Congress to enact legislation 
like Sarbanes Oxley to bring accountability and public scrutiny to the dirty money producers on 
Wall Street. 

Similarly, we are depending on the EPA to force the dirty gas producers to the same levels of 
accountability and public scrutiny. We are grateful for your determination and the EPA's mission 
to do right by our air and water. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: Congresswoman DeGette is a senior member of the House, a Congress member, and 
a member of the Natural Gas Caucus in Congress. She supports the proposed rules and believes 
that we here in Colorado are an excellent example that can be done nationally. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: That said, I haven't gone through the new proposal, so I can't critique any of that. 
Any increase in enforcement I feel is in the right step. 

I appreciate the effort of the EPA moving forward on methane control, and I hope that the 
enforcement increases. 

Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Comment: I didn't really prepare a statement. I thought I didn't need it. I'm here to say that I 
support the proposed rules, but I don't think that they go far enough. 
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I came to ask you to support these rules. Push for them to go farther for my future and for my 
friends' futures and for my family's future. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 29 

Comment: My feeling is this: The EPA -- we do appreciate any good -- any and all good that 
you can possibly do, but it needs to be stricter. This is our future. Cancer rates have increased. 
There's no question about it. I want us to continue to see the beauty that's on this planet. We have 
one Mother Earth and we need to protect it. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 31 

Comment: I love Colorado. I appreciate what you are doing. I do feel like you are our line of 
defense shall we say, and everyone that's working for the EPA. I would just encourage you to go 
further and further, just push for what you can do. 

It would be so wonderful-- all this --their intelligence that they can go out and- you know, free 
us from the fossil fuels. I think that by pushing for regulations, that that is a very strong 
possibility, probably the best, you guys. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 38 

Comment: The way -- our return to earth, I feel like that's not going to happen that blessing that 
we already have. I want a better future for all of us. I really do, for our future and for our 
children. That's really bad for the children. 

Yeah. I feel like you guys are doing a real good job. I feel like you guys can do better, though. 
There's a lot of things that you guys can improve. Maybe you guys get to wear it out -- excuse 
me. I'm sorry. I feel like I have a lot-- I don't really have much more to say. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 40 

Comment: Yes, this is I think very important for all of us to wake up to a serious problem that I 
became aware of the first time between 11 and 12 years ago. A good woman back in the 
Chesapeake area, north of Annapolis, her best friend was an investigator for EPA. And she 
complained to me that this woman was pulling her hair out -- she was so aggravated that she 
could no longer meaningly [sic] enforce any of the mles and regulations. And it scared her to 
death because she -- smart woman that she is -- or was -- understood what was coming from this 
lack of ability to do enforcement on regs. 

And son of a gun, four years ago when I went back into that area, walking into the public 
restrooms I saw the signs on the wall: Warning. Do not drink the tap water. 

What had gone on that EPA could not prevent from happening was the mination of water in that 
entire area. And now parts of the Chesapeake -- the knowledgeable folks are saying to one 
another, no more shellfish. Because of a contamination problem, it becomes very, very difficult 
to say this is edible and a safe food to eat -- not. 

Therefore -- and I have been asked -- I wear two old hats, I confess, an old journalism hat and an 
old people hat, and I wouldn't tell you how old the hats are. 

But anyway, this is very important that we all wake up to the failures that are going on. A 
national group of doctors, Physicians for Social Responsibility, asked me to come on board. 
Doctors across this country are extremely concerned about so many diseases, particularly upper 
respiratory, and particularly those folks who have long-time problems, breathing problems, 
asthma problems, etcetera. This is what is happening in the area. 
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Believe me, I am no chemist. I am no engineer. And that's the truth. But the ones who are very 
intelligent in this area do say that methane is at the top of the list of things to be worrying about. 

All I'm saying, what I'm begging the EPA to do is find a way to get the word out if you feel -
and I can submit inside information that it's still a problem --that there will be meaningful 
enforcement, and you know what meaningful enforcement includes. 

So behavior modification. Penalize those that are breaking the rules, and let's reward those that 
are doing a good job as far as cleaning up the area and the atmosphere rather than ruining it and 
our health. Enough said. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 41 

Comment: My name is Midge Griffin. I'm here to say that I am so upset with fracking in our 
communities. There are children. There are people. There are animals. There are plants. We need 
clean air. We need clean water to drink. 

I'm just very, very upset with the fracking. I can't see how you can make it okay to put fracking 
in any community. If you put it way out there, the wilderness is better, but it's going to hurt the 
animals. And I just-- I'm just very, very concerned about it. Everyone's health. 

Even in communities, it's hard for me to believe that fracking goes into where people live. This 
should not be. So that's-- basically, my message is I really hate fracking. I don't care how low 
the emissions get. It's not ever going to be enough. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 46 
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Comment: Good morning. My name is Jessi Harris and I've been a constituent of Denver, 
Colorado for almost four years. I appreciate you taking the time to hear from us today on this 
very important matter. 

I don't need to sit here and tell you that methane is a potent pollutant that endangers the health of 
the planet and everyone on it every day. You already know that. I'm thankful to be here today to 
support your claim to issue better regulations on the oil and gas industry which will help 
minimize climate change and reduce air pollution. 

You have made me honored to accept my responsibility to stand by your side as you 
make important decisions that will affect the health of generations to come. 

I am here to persuade you to pass the new standards that will reduce and minimize pollution to 
support a healthier environment. Issues from ozone or methane are an unnecessary evil. We are 
being generous to offer the opportunity to limit these known carcinogens and asthmatic inducers. 
We all know, whether we are willing to admit it or not, that the oil and gas industries' days must 
be limited as they are not sustainable and are soon to be outdated necessities to our society. 

Our future desires and needs are for renewable and sustainable resource support. It is only a 
matter of time when oil and gas will be means of the past, and it is important we put our tax 
money where our healthy minds will be by limiting emissions and moving closer to more 
sustainable methods such as wind and solar. 

For now, let's tackle one piece of the past's puzzle. This is personal to everyone in this room, and 
quite frankly to everyone outside of this room as well. 

Let me tell you why it's personal for me. Five years ago I was still living in my hometown of 
Orange, California. Having been clinically diagnosed with chronic migraines for about six years, 
I almost didn't know days could exist with no pain or light or sound sensitivity. 

I tried many medications, but mostly gave up on trying because the prescriptions were so 
overwhelming and dehumanizing. By the end, I was even wrapped up in space blankets and 
electrocuted with tiny shocks to alleviate the pain. It had gone on for as long I was used to the 
pain and thankful to the doctors and humanitarians and teachers and employers who were 
compassionate to the situation. 

Every single day I would have a migraine. Then I moved to Colorado. Within one month of 
living here my migraines almost completely went away. I have lived with only two real 
migraines in the last three and a half years while here. California smog or ozone, ultimately 
methane pollution, was ruining my happiness and hurting my health. They have lowered 
emissions, which is further testament to the fact that lowering emissions is necessary and long 
overdue. 

I know I'm not the only one that's been affected by air pollution. Anyone with asthma will also 
agree that we are in desperate need of improved regulations on pollution. This is personal to me 
as it is to everyone in one way or another. The State of Colorado has implemented rules to limit 
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pollution that should guide the rest of the country forward. To some, these regulations are strict, 
but they are reasonable, and they worked collaboratively for the industries in the past. 

Let's do better. We deserve better. Our planet deserves better. The future of the world rests on 
our decisions like the ones we are here to discuss today. 

Please make the ethical decision with that in mind and reduce emissions by tightening 
regulations for pollutants. Let's give our futures a clear-headed healthy chance. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 49 

Comment: I am Peter Sawtell, a resident of Denver, an ordained minister of the United Church 
of Christ, and the executive director of Eco-Justice Ministries. 

Our agency works with churches and lifts up moral and ethical principles with deep religious 
roots and connects those to the most pressing social and environmental issues. 

The rules being discussed today are directly related to our two guiding concerns about social 
justice and ecological sustainability. A recurring phrase on proposed rules has jumped out at me. 
Over and over again in EPA's documents and in materials for environmental advocates, I see 
references to commonsense proposals. 

If these rules are commonsense, then it is clear how nonsensical the current situation really is. It 
is nonsensical that there have been no federal rules regulating methane emissions from oil and 
gas operations. It is nonsensical, absurd, that the EPA has to suggest that leaking pipes and tanks 
should be fixed. 

It is absurd that well completions still are allowed to spew pollutants into our atmosphere when 
the processes for real completions are so readily available. It is absurd the companies in the 
business of producing fossil fuels would vent or flare valuable methane because natural gas is 
inconvenient to capture. 

It is absurd-- no, it is obscene that God's creation has been and continues to be degraded and 
depleted by nonsensical, irresponsible practices. Commonsense rules apparently can make a big 
difference simply by restraining the most absurd aspects ofbusiness as usual. 
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So I thank the EPA for your research, for accessing negotiations, and for these proposals. It is 
good to see something is being done. But commonsense rules are not adequate for this time of 
uncommon cns1s. 

The EPA names two reasons why new rules are necessary: air quality and climate change. And 
both of those demand strong and urgent action that go beyond the ordinary and the 
commonsense. Wherever it occurs, including here in Denver's Platte Valley, oil wells and 
methane pollution and smog are a danger to human health. That air pollution is especially 
harmful to children and the elderly, and those who have other health conditions, and in 
environmental injustice settings where racism and economic injustice are threatening our lives. 

It is not good enough to take commonsense steps when human damage is already so great and so 
persistent. And it is not enough to take incomplete action on methane emissions when climate 
change is accelerating rapidly towards unimaginable chaos. 

Methane is a powerful greenhouse gas and our nation must do everything possible right now to 
slash those emissions. It is not enough to control emissions from new operations alone. Rules 
need to be developed that will apply to existing wells and other processing facilities. 

The knowledge and the technology are present to do far more than these proposed rules. Last 
year Colorado put in place methane rules for both new and existing wells. Those state rules, said 
to be the toughest in the country, are in place and are making a difference. The EPA rules need to 
be tightened to go beyond the most stringent standards for Colorado. 

I've said that Eco-Justice Ministries is built on moral and ethical principles with deep religious 
roots. They are commonsense, ethical principles and they need your guidance. Do care for the 
most vulnerable. Do place human and ecological health in front of profits. Don't allow the wastes 
of valuable and limited resources. Don't pollute the air that we all breathe when it is possible to 
reduce that pollution. Don't devastate the fragile climate that is the birthright of future 
generations. Commonsense ethics demands stringent and imaginative rules. I call on the EPA to 
strengthen these proposals to match the urgent needs of this uncommon time. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 50 

Comment: I'd like to say good morning in Navajo (foreign language). Say (foreign language). 
Yeah, there you can. 
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I'm Hazel James and I'm a grandmother, a very proud grandmother of the New Mexico region, 
the Four Comers region. I am an Edge Water clan, and I'm a Black Street clan, and my 
grandfathers are Salt clan and Big Water clan. And we have these clans that connect us to the 
earth, and these clans also connect us to the universe. 

And we believe as Dine people that we live in a survival mode all the time, and that survival 
mode is called (foreign language). That's what I have right here. I don't need paper. 

This is all I need. It's my medicine pouch. This is (foreign language). It's pollen, com pollen. It 
comes from the white com and the yellow com. And this is what we use every morning to pray 
with. 

And that's our cycle, from the east, south at noon, west in the evening, and then the north is at 
darkness. That's our cycle every day. And it's the four directions like the Pope does, this way and 
this way. 

The Pope and the (foreign language) have the same roots, the same belief to save the earth, and 
to save it for the future of every generation. It has to happen now. We cannot wait another 100 
years. We're not going to be here and you don't know what your grandchildren, your great 
grandchildren are going to be doing. 

You have no idea. EPA, our hearts are in your hands, just like this (foreign language) is in my 
hand. My heart is in your heart. Your heart is my heart that you do the right thing for us and the 
Dine people. And my grandchildren, I want them to live forever and in good health. And we're 
not going to take any more abuse to our land. And we all breathe the same air. We all drink the 
same water. 

The EPA has failed the people. And we are very angry about that. 

I don't know about technology. This is my technology. I bring it here with my heart. And I need 
justice. Environmental justice is what we're asking for the Dine people. I'm representing the 
grandmothers that still wear their moccasins, their skirts, and their hair tied. I'm talking for them. 

And my grandmother is the earth, and the father's sun is my father, and the moon is my 
grandmother, and the water is my blood. And if you ruin all that with all this methane, what are 
we going to be? We're not going to be people anymore. 

We might as well as go off the earth. We don't believe that either, even if I say that. 

Life continues for us Dine people. Survival is always the mode. Survival is always the mode and 
prayer is always the mode. 

So please, I beg of you, listen to all these people. They have beautiful things to say about 
survival. I hope and pray that you guys do the right thing. I know you're doing your job and I 
thank you so much for doing your sincere job. 
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And I could go on forever talking to you, but as far as my religion -- I'm not going to say religion 
-- I don't know why I say that. It's spiritual. Spirituality is who we are. Every day we walk that 
spirituality. 

I walked in here. I put a (foreign language) right there for you. I put some pollen out for you 
already. I prayed for each one of you already and each one of us in here already. I also prayed 
early this morning too, and then at noon I'll pray again, and in the evening time I pray again, and 
at nighttime before I go to bed I pray again. 

I'm a proud grandmother of four young men, boys. I'm so proud that I'm a grandmother that I can 
speak to their future. 

And also one last thing is --I pray that you drink the water today. The water will bless you from 
your feet all the way up to your head and into the universe. That's how we pray. We don't take 
advantage of water. Water is sacred. Water is what we need every day. So the air is sacred. We 
call it the sacred air is how we greet them. Please keep it clean and keep methane in the dirt, in 
the earth (foreign language). Please look inside and say (foreign language). 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 52 

Comment: My name is Ghenie Stevens and I am the mom of Marina Weber who just spoke. 
Marina began her climate activism at age six and had begun to create the children's movement 
based in New Mexico and spreading throughout the country called The Global Warming 
Express, a by-kids, for-kids think tank about climate change. 

I'm fortunate enough to work with this growing movement of kids every day. Once these kids 
become educated about greenhouse gases, climate change, and global warming, there's no 
stopping them. They will continue to demand that you, the EPA, and all leaders of our country 
and our world pay attention to them. 

They're not afraid of global warming, but they see the future that is currently mapped out ahead 
of them and they are not pleased. On behalf of all the children I will paraphrase what they would 
say to you. Thank you for creating these regulations, but remember it is not enough. 

Until we have clean energy powering the world, there are no halfway measures. As my daughter 
Marina always says, Momma, we're either doing this or we're not. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 53 

Comment: Thank you for being here and listening. I'm jealous of Colorado for the stricter 
regulations that they have in comparison to where I live in the Four Comers region, Farmington, 
New Mexico, San Juan County, where I have lived since 1959. I was a speech language 
pathologist at the regional hospital there. I saw many upper respiratory health problems, asthma, 
people on oxygen. As a speech pathologist, breathing is our primary function and speech is the 
secondary function. But in a hospital setting you work with adults. You work with a lot of 
swallowing and breathing and poor speech and muscle work for speech. 

I tmly believe that there were health problems that existed because of the local terrible air quality 
from coal mines, uranium tailings, and the oil and gas industry. 

The first time I flew over -- out of Durango, Colorado -- which was just across the border, it just 
astonished me the number of wells and drilling sites, and the roads to them that destroy the 
natural landscape. It's terrible there. 

I've only more recently become involved, I'm sorry to say, in about 2009, and I'm trying to --I 
am a community volunteer in many areas with the River Reach Foundation and a political party 
and all, but I'm just trying to do whatever I can to gain more knowledge and address the issues 
that we have. 

In Farmington and Aztec, the tri-city area, Farmington, Aztec, Bloomfield, and then a little bit 
near Shiprock, we have problems again with uranium tailings, coal emissions, and mining, the 
power plant and coal-fired power plant for electricity. 

We lived downstream, the Animus River, San Juan River, and La Plata River mn through our 
city, our beautiful city. And we did have the Gold Mine spill. 

And I agree that the mining industry has to bear some responsibility for not cleaning up the mess 
initially, and then I had to listen to our governor and our environmental department head bash the 
EPA and blame them totally. And it continues. 

The state and federal government did not work together well. There are mistakes. The Town of 
Silverton did refuse the Superfund money because they didn't want it to affect tourism. Money is 
always the bottom line in this industry, in all these industries, and it takes precedence to people's 
health and to our Mother Earth's health. 
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I've always lived by the philosophy of moving forward. You know, you want to get through any 
adversity that comes your way and move forward. The mentality in my community is let's move 
backward. 

I'll tell you, everyone seems to be in cahoots. I feel like a minority most of the time. The 
industries are in cahoots, both local, national, global. Our local community college just built a 
$15 million homage to the Twentieth Century, School of Energy, but no renewables are 
involved. 

It has the most state-of-the-art simulated drilling rig on -site right in the middle of our 
community, and this is funded by local and national industries, oil and gas, and mining, and they 
are training their workers. 

So not only are those people in cahoots, but go and teach to our schools. They talk from the 
pulpits in churches. They Influence small businesses mainly by making them fear that if the 
business goes away, their business will go away as well. 

Our county commissioners are all in cahoots, New Mexico's oil and gas commission, the city 
councils in our tri-city area. It's very difficult being someone to speak out in this community 
against what they feel is the only thing that will keep our community from becoming a ghost 
town area. 

So our city is beautiful. We have beautiful mesas. We have green rivers. We have green 
cottonwood trees that grow along the rivers. We have a beautiful old downtown with old 
buildings that could be renovated and used as restaurants and so forth. We have wonderful bike 
trails that my own husband has been working on since they founded it-- I mean a walking trail 
along the river-- the River Reach Foundation since 1980. We want to tie it to our downtown, 
make it something like Pearl Street in Boulder. 

People in our town do not want to diversify. They want oil and gas and dirty coal fuel. They 
don't realize the potential for our community. And our children grow up and think they're going 
to work in the industry as well. And that's how it goes. 

So I've already given an example of the hospital. We have a big regional hospital and then we 
send people on by air flight to Albuquerque, if we have to, or sometimes Denver. The hospital 
CEO and his administration bought 12 acres of land and more right across the street. And they 
wanted to put in solar panels to utilize and save money on their own electricity. But it would take 
away from Farmington owning part of the P & M power plant, electrical that's shipped out to 
Arizona and California, whatever, and they would lose a lot in profits. 

So the hospital went to the city council in Farmington, New Mexico and asked them to please 
give them a lower rate so that they could build these solar panels and save this much money. And 
they denied them that and gave them a much larger rate, 24, which was like from $11 to $15 per 
kilowatt or something. I don't quite understand. But it was basically an across-the-board 
unanimous decision to not allow the lower rate to the hospital. So they're doing everything they 
can to be an obstacle in the way of progress to support new energy. 
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I would just like to ask you to please continue to address stricter methane pollution standards and 
hold the industry accountable, address existing problems already because, believe me, many 
problems go unreported. Please move forward to cleaner, renewable energy. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 54 

Comment: I was born and raised in Hawaii. I'm a veteran of Desert Storm and Bosnia. I know 
firsthand of being exposed to toxic stuff and waste. Bosnia, they bum trash daily. Since then, I 
suffer from neurological symptoms, GI symptoms. My health has deteriorated significantly. And 
the emission ruling and control is so important on the environmental climate, and the greenhouse 
effect is so important -- I was reading an article in the Sierra and it quotes a student from 
Columbia, and she was doing a study in Nepal, a village. 

And all that the villagers wanted to talk about was about the climate changes. And they were so 
afraid that the end of the world is coming due to all of the changes that was being -- happening in 
their environment. The fields were disappearing. The streets -- flash floods, all of these 
happening. And the elders were saying that this is the end-of-the-world event -- being described, 
happening now. And that's a scary thought. You know, that that's happening. 

If we don't slow it down or stop it, our grandchildren won't be able to experience what we did as 
children, you know, to be able to play in the mountain stream. I'm sorry. I'm getting emotional. 
We really need to put really strict rules to save our planet. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 59 

Comment: I'm a senior at Colorado State University studying natural resource management with 
minors in ecological restoration and global environmental sustainability. 
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I'm also the director of Environmental Affairs for the ASCSU, which is the student body 
government at Colorado State. As a student leader at Colorado State University, I work with 
groups like Defend Our Future to elevate on-campus awareness about climate change and 
environmental pollution in order to move students towards action to curb climate change. 

With this goal in mind, I'm excited to be here in support ofEPA's recently proposed methane 
pollution standards for the oil and gas industry. Methane is a highly potent greenhouse gas, 86 
times as powerful as carbon dioxide over a 20-year time, meaning that it is a powerful 
contributor to climate change, the greatest threat to our planet for our generation and generations 
to come. 

The EPA's proposed mle is a historic first step in cutting methane pollution from new and 
modified gas and oil sites. While many students are aware of the methane pollution problem, the 
general public is often under- informed of how significant an issue it is to our community, state, 
and nation. 

The oil and gas industry is carelessly wasting millions of cubic feet of gas and oil leaking toxic 
chemicals into the air as they drill and transport oil and gas at new and old sites. These industrial 
leads are like invisible oil spills happening every day unbeknownst to the public, and with no 
consequences or accountability for the source of pollution. 

The proposed standards will also generate significant public health benefits by curbing smog
and soot-forming emissions and hazardous air pollutants, which are released from oil and gas 
sources alongside methane. 

This air pollution can cause health problems, as everyone knows, and exacerbate respiratory 
illnesses placing groups like children and the elderly at serious risk. 

In a 2012 study done in western Colorado, air emissions from unconventional natural gas 
development were shown to cause health risks to people living and working near well pads. This 
includes elevated cancer risks and respiratory illnesses. 

The EPA's proposed standards represent an important step in protecting the health and safety of 
communities, workers, and vulnerable citizens. These new regulations are an important step 
towards reducing methane pollution; however, we must go further. As proposed, the rule only 
covers new and modified infrastructure, even while existing sources are by far the major source 
of the problem. 

By 2018, nearly 90 percent of all methane emissions in the oil and gas sector will come from the 
sources now in existence, which aren't covered under this proposal. 

Therefore, while I support and applaud the EPA's efforts to develop methane standards for new 
and modified sources, I urge the Agency to begin work on an existing source rule as it moves 
forward with and strengthens this rule. 
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Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 61 

Comment: Good morning. I want to thank the EPA for allowing me this brief time to present my 
concerns as you're in the process of deliberation and proposing the new methane rules standards 
for this country. 

I'm a member of the Navajo Nation and also the Sierra Club organizing representative for the 
northwest part of New Mexico. 

I want to do two things -- say two things to you this morning. One is I want to briefly explain the 
traditional concept of what it means for air, air as a source of all life for us. 

The second thing, I want to also give you a brief understanding of what it is like to live in an area 
that's being heavily industrialized in oil and gas development in northwest New Mexico. 

I live and try to practice our traditional wisdom and knowledge that Navajo people still retain 
today. And as part of that, one of the most sacred elements that was given to humans that live on 
earth is the gift of breathing in and out every day. That initial life-sustaining air was given to first 
man and first woman as a gift, and we're told to utilize that in a sacred manner. 

We still adhere to that traditional knowledge that all the air that we breathe right now, as we are 
speaking here, we still need that air to breathe every day, every second of our lives, from the 
time that we're born until the time that we pass on. 

So in that respect also, there are other living entities that require this sacred air. And what I mean 
by that, the animal life that live here with us that can't speak or be heard here today. So I speak 
on their behalf that we still continue to -- need to rely on the clear pure air that's still available 
here so that they can sustain their lives as well, too. 

That's the traditional teaching that I have never forgotten as a Sierra Club organizer, that we still 
continue to speak on behalf of those that cannot speak here today. 

More important to us is, even as we're speaking right now, the New Mexico oil and gas division 
is entertaining additional leases for the gas drilling permits in the Nicosia Formation in northwest 
New Mexico. That requires the EPA to step forward, take the first step forward and produce 
rules and regulations governing the greenhouse gas called methane. 

15-105 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00105 



The next step you can take is then begin to regulate existing sources of methane from oil and gas 
development. Colorado is the leader and so we would want the EPA to address effective 
enforcement for these steps that require people to continue to breathe clean air. It's the most 
important and critical. 

Also, finally, I want to mention to you that we are now living under the cloud of a methane gas 
that has been detected by satellite imaging over the four states of Utah, Colorado, Arizona, and 
New Mexico, and it's described to be the size of the State ofVermont. 

Beneath that cloud are environmental justice communities, those that don't have the wherewithal, 
that don't have a voice to be here today to express the pending price it's going to be on the health 
of a community, the health of future generations. 

This requires EPA to be an effective watchdog so that we do get effective regulations on the 
books so that communities can have this area that we continue to so badly need. 

So these are the comments that I wanted to offer the EPA, and thank you for my time. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: Hi. Good afternoon. My name is Barbara Briggs. And I live in Pittsburgh. Seven 
years ago my husband and I bought a camp in the middle of the Allegheny forest in a place 
called Brookstone, right in the crosshairs of Forest, Elk, Warren and McKean Counties. We've 
grown to love this place for the wildlife and the natural beauty. But that experience has been 
shattered for us with a real deep sadness and concern around the drilling emissions, the water 
methane infiltration that we see. But I'll focus on-- on the air and the gas. 

The valleys and the ridges around us are laced with dirt roads that are carved through the forest 
that lead to gas and oil drill sites. And if you look on the second page of the handout I just 
printed out a big Google Earth satellite photo, and you can just see how the roads have gone 
absolutely throughout the national forest, leading all to drill sites. This isn't a mostly --most of 
this isn't methane Marcellus Shale drilling. It's shallower wells. The place was first drilled, it was 
site -- the original oil drilling about 160 years ago. And those exhausted wells have now been 
fracked again to make them productive for both oil and gas extraction. Also, hundreds of new 
wells have been drilled. And in addition to the roads to the drill sites, the forest is absolutely 
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crisscrossed with pipelines to carry the gas out of the forest. So this is just a bit of a story of, you 
know, what it looks like and what it smells like on the ground. 

About 500 feet from our house, there's a gas extraction pad with six wells and a couple of 
collection tanks. The ridges above us are-- you know, there are many, many more wells on the 
ridge, right above our house. There's a loop of dirt road with branches every hundred yards or so 
to individual well sites. The smell of the gas hangs in the air. I mean, especially when-- when it's 
foggy. There's certain places along the seven miles of our road, Watson Farm Road, where the 
gas smell is-- is completely pervasive. Every time we pass it. It's there and very heavy. 

There's at Old Woods Road, at the top of the hill, that runs for miles through the forest, and 
every hundred yards or so, there's a new dirt road busted through the forest to go to more -- to 
more drill pads. There are also a number of holding tanks at various points along the road. And 
each of them has little chimneys on the top and you can see the -- the volatile gases just --just 
releasing. You can see it going up into the air. And you can smell it, in the middle of the 
Allegheny National Forest, and, yet, the air is always heavy with gas fumes, especially right 
around the gas pads and some of the tanks. 

I thought about looking for a way to test the air. But so far haven't found any that was affordable 
or that could be managed by someone without special training. But anybody with a nose has to 
know that fumes are escaping, and -- and a lot of it. And again, this is right in the middle of our 
national forest, this giant swath of green in Western Pennsylvania, if you look on the map. 

I often get headaches on the weekends. My sister-in-law, every time she comes, has it even 
worse. I mean, she gets terrible migraines every time she comes. And we love this place. We 
love it. And yet, I find myself glad that we don't live there and are really worried about our 
neighbors who do live there. 

And I find it heartbreaking that instead of being --you know, this forest being a carbon sink that 
would help to mitigate global warming and C02 emissions, that, you know, instead, it has to 
actually be contributing to global warming because of the methane emissions that are taking 
place. 

So I want to thank you and the EPA for holding these hearings and for moving towards stricter 
methane emission standards that would apply to new facilities. It's such an important first time, 
first step forward. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 

15-107 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00107 



Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 15 

Comment: Finally, the oil and gas industry must be held responsible for its pollution and 
environmental degradation. Such proposed regulations can only go so far when dealing with an 
industry operating with dirty fossil fuels and -- and operating and supporting the dangerous and 
polluting method called fracking. We want very much to believe the EPA in its current efforts, 
but we are also very aware -- well aware of how the EPA's recent draft assessment of potential 
impacts on fracking, on drinking water resources was often sabotaged by the oil and gas 
industry; how the industry failed to cooperate with your studies; denied you access to 
information; and how you succumb to such pressures abandoning and retreating from studies in 
Wyoming, Texas and Pennsylvania, and failed to enforce the ban on using diesel fuel in 
fracking; and how thwarted the hoax of those across the country who rely on you for help against 
the fracking industry. 

The oil and gas industry has shown its ability to stymie -- truly stymie regulatory efforts, today 
and in the past, through its powerful lobbying efforts. We can only hope the proposed methane 
regulations will not have the same fate. EPA's lack ofwill and determination have been obvious 
problems in the past. So you can understand my lack of perhaps faith in the EPA in what it might 
be doing. But I applaud your efforts nonetheless. I hope you carry through faithfully. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 20 

Comment: Hi. My name is Eva Roben. I'm the climate change outreach coordinator at Clean Air 
Council, a member-supported organization committed to improving air quality in Pennsylvania 
and protecting public health. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

I'm glad that the EPA has proposed this rule to limit methane pollution from oil and gas 
infrastructure. This rule is a critical first step in addressing the dangerous pollution that has 
accompanied the shale gas boom in Pennsylvania. As the second largest producer of natural gas 
in the country, Pennsylvanians are too familiar with the health and the environmental hazards 
brought by fracking. The rules proposed by the EPA represent an important step towards 
building a healthier future, but they do not go nearly far enough in addressing the severity of the 
problem. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 24 

Comment: I'm reading this testimony on behalf of the Reverend Dr. Leah D. Schade, Ph.D., 
who is the pastor of the United in Christ Lutheran Church in Lewisburg, Pennsylvania. So her 
comments read as follows: 

First, I want to thank the EPA and Administrator McCarthy for paying serious attention to this 
issue of methane emissions from shale gas drilling and related processes and their deleterious 
effect on our planet's atmosphere. I commend you for giving citizens the opporhmity to be heard 
on this important issue. I send this testimony today on behalf of my myself, my husband, and my 
two young children, my congregation, United in Christ Lutheran Church in Lewisburg and the 
Upper Susquehanna Synod of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America to express my 
support for the EPA to impose regulations to drastically reduce methane emissions. I'm a 
member of my synod's task force on slick water hydraulic fracturing. We spent two years of 
studying the ethical and moral issues surrounding fracking, and as a member of several 
environmental groups, that study can bear witness to the harmful effects of the shale gas industry 
in our state and across the country. 

I have often raised concerns about the dangers of shale gas drilling. Methane is a greenhouse gas 
even more potent than carbon dioxide. The total life cycle emissions from methane gas-fired 
power plants, including leakage during production, processing, and transmission, emissions 
flaring at gas wells, and energy consumed in the production and transport of liquefied natural gas 
have the potential to send greenhouse gases on our planet into out-of-control levels. 

Researchers found that methane leak rates of a hundred to a thousand times greater than EPA 
estimates at well pads in Pennsylvania. And the EPA's Office of the Inspector General issued a 
report citing the Agency's failures to manage methane leaks from pipelines. 

I'm committed to helping people of faith learn how to do their part to care for God's creation and 
address ecological justice issues. I call for the EPA to not only implement the strictest 
regulations possible to reduce methane leakage at the wellhead and every step along the process, 
but to move toward a ban on fracking because of the other deleterious effects of this industrial 
process-- this industrial process has on water, land, and public health. Clean renewable energy 
has the potential to create jobs, reduce greenhouse gases and power our world in sustainable 
ways. I urge the EPA to do everything within its power to move our country away from fossil 
fuels and towards solar, wind, geothermal, and other forms of energy. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 25 

Comment: My name is Mollie Simon and I am an outreach coordinator with Clean Air Council. 
Clean Air Council is a nonprofit environmental health organization headquartered in 
Philadelphia. I'm also a Master's candidate studying environmental Policy at the University of 
Pennsylvania. 

I thank the EPA for the opportunity to comment today, and I would like to express my support of 
the EPA's recently proposed methane pollution standards for the oil and gas industry. I believe 
that we have a firm obligation to take action on climate. 

Methane is a highly potent greenhouse gas, 86 times more powerful as -- 86 times as powerful as 
C02 over a 20-year timeframe. This means that methane emitted in oil and gas operations is 
significantly damaging our climate and the future of our planet. 

In 2013, oil and gas sources nationally emitted over 7.3 million metric tons of methane, 
equivalent to C02 emissions of over 160 coal-burning power plants. If we do not act to curb 
methane emissions, all the recent efforts through the Clean Power Plan to clean up our coal
burning power plants will be in vain. 

As a millennial, we'll be challenged by climate change for decades to come. I know that this is 
not a problem that we can put off any longer. 

As a practicing Catholic, I believe that we are all called to be stewards of creation. This past 
weekend we received that message loud and clear as His Holiness Pope Francis visited 
Philadelphia. When addressing the U.N., Pope Francis said, quote, "Any harm done to the 
environment therefore is harm done to humanity." There is no better way to care for our neighbor 
and humanity by taking firm actions to clean up the air pollution and mitigate climate change. 
Two issues that disproportionately impact the most vulnerable in our communities, the poor, the 
sick, the elderly. 

Beyond mitigating climate change, the proposed standards will also generate significant public 
health benefits by curbing smog- and soot-forming emissions and hazardous air pollutants which 
are released from oil and gas sources. 

Everyone has the right to breathe clean air, but too often across I meet people across 
Pennsylvania who are unable to take a clean deep breathe due to smog pollution. Pollution 
blankets our major urban areas causing high levels of asthma, cancer, respiratory illness, and 
cardiac complications. 
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Both Philadelphia and Pittsburgh are in the top 25 most polluted U.S. cities for ozone and smog; 
nine out often of Pennsylvania's most populated counties are designated non-attainment for 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone. 

EPA's proposed standards represent an important step in addressing climate pollution as well as 
protecting the health and safety of our communities and workers from these dangerous air 
pollutants. 

We have tried voluntary standards and they do not work. Only about two percent of 
Pennsylvania operators of existing sources participate in EPA's voluntary Natural Gas STAR 
Program, designed to prevent methane leaks. The oil and gas industry must take responsibility 
for their pollution and not pass the burden of injury on to our communities. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 27 

Comment: My name is Sage Lincoln. And I am a student at the University of Pittsburgh 
studying geology, ecology urban studies. 

Climate change is the biggest threat to my generation's future. And if greenhouse gas emissions 
are not drastically reduced, the U.N.'s International Panel On Climate Change predicts rising sea 
levels, widespread droughts, extreme weather, severely increased temperatures, increased 
political instability, and many, many more devastating consequences. 

Many of these effects of climate change we're already beginning to experience now, from the 
drought in the U.S. West, to the global instability in the Middle East, due in part, to widespread 
drought there as well. Because of these reasons, my generation demands that governments 
impose strong regulations to drastically reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

For this reason, I support the EPA's proposed rule regulating new sources of methane emissions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
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Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 34 

Comment: I am here to wholeheartedly support the proposed reductions. But more importantly, 
I'm here to state that these reductions do not go far enough. Today climate change facts do not 
allow us to simultaneously use any oil or natural gases fuels, and expect anything but 
catastrophic climate consequences. 

I encourage the EPA to work as quickly as possible to ramp down and eliminate the extraction 
and use of all greenhouse gas emitting fuels so that market forces can move us into a renewable 
energy era, thereby protecting our climate, our economic well-being and the lives and livelihoods 
of global citizens today and for all of time. 

The intergovernmental panel on climate changes, FIP assessments, indicates that we have just 
over 20 years of current C02 emissions remaining if we want to have a 66 percent chance of 
keeping the global temperature from rising two degrees C above pre-industrial levels. 

May I present to you this drawing of a fictional 66 percent airline. It successfully flies about 66 
percent of the time. By allowing any greenhouse gas emissions today, you are forcing us to fly 
on this airline, and you are insisting that all of our children, virtually for all time, will need to fly 
on it as well. 

I would like to point out that the odds of an American being stmck by lightning during a single 
year are about 1 in 12,000. And according to planecrashinfo.com, the odds of being killed in a 
single airline flight are 1 in 4. 7 million. 

I would also like to point out that one of our best climate experts, ex-NASA climate scientist, 
James Hanson, said that the target that has been talked about in international negotiations for two 
degrees of warming is actually a prescription for long-term disaster. He, instead, advocates for a 
limit of one degree centigrade. 

A simple extrapolation of the IPOC data from 66 to a 90 probability of staying below two 
degrees, let alone one, means that we have zero C02 or equivalent emissions remaining. Zero. 
Yet here we are discussing marginal emission deductions from oil and gas as if we have all the 
time in the world to phase them out. We don't. 

Physics doesn't negotiate and the EPA is chartered with the protection of our environment, yet 
you would have all of us here and our children fly -- fly on this 66 percent airline. 

And here in Pittsburgh, we breathe some of the lowest quality air in the country, largely due to 
greenhouse gas emitting sources, while we are forced to ride into the future on this woefully and 
unreliable climate airline. 
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I find these circumstances to be untenable and hold the EPA accountable. Anything less than 
wholesale and rapid phase-out of oil and natural gas as fuels is a willful dereliction of your duty 
to protect the environment and the well-being of all citizens. 

Please, please listen to the body of evidence that your fellow government scientists have 
generated, and strengthen your emission standards to meet the urgent needs of our time on earth. 
It is not your duty to allow the slow degradation of our planet by those who wish to profit from 
its destruction. 

It is our moral obligation to leave this planet better than we found it, and that work must start 
here and now by facing the facts and doing what is right. 

Will you be able to look at your grandchildren in the eye and tell them that you met the challenge 
of our time? Or will you say, "bon voyage" as they depart on the 66 percent airline. 

Thank you for your time and attention. And if anybody else would like to see the 66 percent 
airline, I have copies of the picture. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 50 

Comment: My name is Rachel Martin Goldman. This is my seven-and-a-half-month-old 
daughter, Silvy. We live here in Pittsburgh. And we're here today to speak in part of the EPA's 
proposed methane and oil and gas industry. 

I've been deeply concerned about and actively engaged in climate and air pollution for years. I've 
been concerned about my own family's health and for many of my friend's children. But my 
concern has hit an entirely new level since Silvy was born. Or, really, since I became pregnant. I 
tried to do all the right things to have a healthy experience and to limit exposure to toxins. And 
since Silvy has been born, I've made sure that her first foods are healthy. We baby-proofed the 
house and try to keep toxins down for her. But I can only control so much. 

I can't control the air that she breathes. Every day we are here in Pittsburgh with heavily-polluted 
air due to cold fire pollution increasing from the oil and gas drilling and wells in the region. I 
can't control the impact that might have on small, still-developing lungs. We're not dealing with a 
gas well next door, but it is frightening what climate change will have during Silvy's lifetime. 
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And as you know, methane is an extremely powerful and potent greenhouse gas which the oil 
and gas industry releases millions of tons into the air every year. 

I'm aware the total impact of methane compared to C02 pollution is 25 times more potent than 
C02 over a hundred-year period or equivalent of 160,700 cars. 

I've already received information that there has a 90-day increase in bad air days and that brings 
us to looking at the dissemination of the Bitternut Hickory Tree, which is my favorite tree, the 
critical effect it has on wildlife habitat and on our cold water fisheries. I am afraid that Silvy will 
not be able to experience the Earth as it should be and is very different from the one today, and 
not for the better. 

We are likely to develop into an area that is prone to hurricanes or sea level rising, and flooding 
is a concern. And what instills fear in me the most is the economic and social destabilization that 
climate change has is exacerbating, and that is likely to have the greatest impact in Silvy's 
lifetime. 

So on behalf of my daughter, I applaud the Department of Environmental Protection Agency for 
their proposed regulations to cut methane emissions from the oil and gas industry. This is a first 
step in holding the oil and gas industry responsible for their pollution. But I implore the EPA to 
go further. I thank the EPA for the work that you're doing. Don't stop today. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 53 

Comment: Hi. My name is Randi Francois (sic). I live in Pittsburgh. I'm a concerned and 
informed citizen. Thank you for letting me speak tonight. 

I support EPA's new regulations on limiting the amount of toxins released in the atmosphere 
from the oil and gas industry. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 55 

Comment: Hi. I'm Diane Peterson, 125 Wilshire. I'm chuckling while I speak because I was in 
the car rehearsing what I wanted to say, and I had been asking him all day to speak. "No. No." 
When we get here, he said, "Why won't you please speak because I'm going to steal all your 
points." And he did. 

So anyway, I'm not scientist like my husband. I'm not a doctor, like my friend. I'm not an expert. 
And hopefully, you'll forgive me, but I did not read the 591 pages of documents on oil and gas 
emission standards for new and modified sources. I'm not even really that political. But I am a 
concerned citizen, and this issue is really important. 

Thank you for coming to Pittsburgh and listening to what we have to say. And it's of no surprise 
to me that you're going to Dallas and to Colorado and to Pennsylvania, as those are heavily 
fracked states. I'm concerned because I recently have become a resident of this state. And my 
eyes have been opened because I've learned firsthand how it seems that the industry and its 
desire seems to outweigh what is a concern for our human health and upon that of our planet. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 58 

Comment: You're asking for 40 to 50 percent reduction by 2025. Industry can do better. And 
they can do it faster, and we need to do that. 

I'm personally urging and begging you, for the sake of myself, my family, my children, the 
world, please do all that's possible to reduce methane emissions and other VOC emissions as 
much as possible, as quickly as possible, and as many sources as possible. 

I thank you. And I am personally counting on you for this for my family, for our children, for our 
life. Thank you for listening to me. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 59 

Comment: Thank you. These proposed regulations are an excellent step forward in protecting 
Americans from the dangers of climate change and dirty air. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 72 

Comment: Four years ago we were surrounded by probably, I'll say, eight to ten gas wells. 
We're now surrounded by 27. That's in a two-mile radius of my house. There's a giant 
compressor station that I can see light up at night, along with another new gas well to the right of 
my home. 

The traffic has increased tremendously. We moved south. We have four children, three boys and 
a girl, who are growing up in this. They call their mom the environmentalist, which is great. So 
they learn about this a lot. However, they learned about also to close the windows when the 
compressor is on and when the new well is going both to the right, and to the left, to the front, 
and to the back of us. 

They've also learned about a lot and what is being done with the water and how we are watching 
people that we know working in the industry dump into creeks, to take remaining fracking water 
and dump it back into the shaft, after they've done that. I hope to get out to David's (sic) as most 
people, at one point. 

Things have gotten a bit better. We don't see the holding off -- the burning off, excuse me, of the 
holding ponds, but we do still see all the flaring going on. We just saw it about three weeks ago, 
actually. And our neighbors said, "Oh, yeah. I saw that too." It sits on their property. So I do-
like, I can't stress to you enough to please, please, please do this. 

As you mentioned, this will kill us way before global warming does. I think it's your duty as 
citizens and then by all of you to come to my home and take a look. I'll give you a tour. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 77 

Comment: I've seen what this industry has done to citizens in Washington and Butler County. I 
have seen people's health and wellness impacted by under-regulated and, therefore, a reckless 
industry. I'm angry that it has gone this far. I'm calling for the oil and gas industry to be held 
accountable for their air pollution, instead of having our public, our environment, our children, 
and our future bear the burden. I'm frankly scared for my future. And I hope that the EPA will -
will strengthen and finalize these rules and move swiftly to issue standards covering existing 
sources. We deserve a world with clean air. It is our right. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 79 

Comment: Women for a Healthy Environment strongly support the oil and gas emission 
standards for new and modified sources. The oil and gas industry is the largest industrial source 
of methane pollution, a highly potent greenhouse gas. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 97 

Comment: Volatile organic compounds, as others have mentioned, they're also an important 
predecessor for ozone formation and ozone has been extensively researched for its pulmonary 
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and cardiovascular toxicity. We know-- we know it really well. It's in the literature. The 
greenhouse gas, I think everyone has touched on already. Just to highlight that again. Over a 20-
year and 1 00-year timeframe, certain engineers have estimated that unconventional natural gas 
drilling would have a greener greenhouse gas footprint than the other forms of natural gas -
other forms of energy development, including coal and oil. And so I think those are estimates. 

But I still think we need to definitely --if we're going to continue natural gas drilling gas, which, 
in my opinion, doesn't seem to be good idea. If we're going to be continuing it, we should be 
regulating it much more closely. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 101 

Comment: John Morgan from Delmont County, Ohio. The climate science is clear that 
developing and burning our inventory of shale gas is incompatible with avoiding catastrophic 
climate change. 

I support the proposed regulations as a step in the direction of curbing the chronic problem of 
methane emissions from leaking wells. But I believe it is too little and too late. Not only is shale 
gas bad for the regional environment and the global climate, but it is also a terribly misguided 
energy investment for our country. Most stories touting the game changer potential of shale gas 
and oil are based on the industry hype for U.S. energy information administration projections, 
EIA, which have been notoriously unreliable. 

There have been two independent in depth studies released in 2014 analyzing the future potential 
of the shale gas boom. One titled "Drilling Deeper" by David Hughes and "Shale Resource and 
Reserve Study" by the University of Texas, Bureau ofEconomic Geology. 

Geological consultant, Arthur Berman, said of these studies, quote, "The UT study and the David 
Hughes study looked scrupulously at every single well and did reserve estimates for every single 
well. They did all of the economics, all the geology, all the engineering, all the geophysics. EIA 
doesn't do that level of work. And they would be the first to admit it to you." I don't think -- "I 
don't even think that the EIA has a geologist on staff," end quote. 

Both of these studies estimate that shale gas production in the U.S. will peak and start to decline 
in the next four to seven years. This is related to the fact that failed wells characteristically 
reached peak production and go into terminal decline almost immediately after completion. The 
only way production could be maintained is by constantly drilling new wells and constantly 
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increasing the risk. And since the sweet spots are always drilled first, it becomes steadily more 
difficult and expensive to maintain production. Some analysts have described shale gas 
investment as more than a bubble, a Ponzi scheme. 

A myopic obsession is keeping the U.S. fossil fuel industry growing at all costs has blinded us to 
the lunacy of making this massive material and financial investment in such a short-term energy 
fix with very long-term environmental consequences. Future generations will not appreciate our 
having consumed the short-term gain, while leaving behind a toxic and finite damaged legacy. 
Would it be -- wouldn't it be wise to do what we should have done at the beginning of this 
process, make a careful and honest risk/benefit assessment before we go all the way. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 127 

Comment: I do appreciate the opportunity to speak to you in support of the proposed EPA 
methane regulations. My name is Amy Nassif and I live just north of Pittsburgh in Mars in Butler 
County. You just heard Patrice speak a little bit about our plight up there. 

This is a large stake-hold for the oil and gas industry. My daughter, Julia, is here with me today. 
She's my moral support. And she's also here to help give you perspective as you continue to 
make decisions. Because this isn't about you and I. It's really about her future. 

Last spring I found out that a six well site for unconventional gas drilling was proposed about 
half a mile away from her school. I joined with other concerned parents. I formed the Mars 
Parent Group which has now over 400 members in Butler County. We began to collect data and 
peer-reviewed research regarding the consequences of such a proposal. What alarmed me 
immediately was the lack of our public officials' knowledge into the health and safety risks for 
our children near these well sites, let alone any insight to our environment. 

Over the past year, I've spoken to our local school board, local Township officials, state 
representatives, state Senators, DEP officials, and even traveled to Harrisburg to speak to DEP 
officials. 

Last week I actually had the opportunity to share this information internationally with a British 
member of Parliament, Kevin Hollinrake. He traveled to Pennsylvania to speak to the Mars 
Parent Group and others in this state to investigate the consequences of shale development prior 
to making a decision on permitting it. I took notice immediately that he was investigating prior to 
making a decision. And that he does not receive financial benefits from the industry. He 
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welcomed information and has returned to England to discuss it with his constituency and fellow 
members of Parliament. 

As with Mr. Hollinrake, I continue to share the data and research regarding all of the incidents, 
accidents, methane, VOCs, benzene, and diesel exhaust with all of our local officials. A 
cautionary plea from a mother that wants to immediately protect her children from this heavy 
volatile oil and gas industry, and in the long-term, protect her future. 

Representatives for the EPA, I now find myself talking to you. I never thought that I would be 
sitting here a year and a half ago. I was a PTA mom, a physical therapist, you know, going to 
soccer practice, like every other mom out there. But now I'm here in front of you, imploring you 
to heed these warnings, respect the collateral damage that you've heard, analyze the data that all 
the experts are bringing to you, and follow that peer-reviewed research. 

The regulations you are now proposing are recognition of what we all need. And that's 
protection. You will have many more testifying before you today, including experts in industry, 
that will provide the percentages that are meant to patronize and disregard my statement today, 
describing my statements as unpatriotic, and possibly even my support of this regulation would 
cost money or jobs. Regardless, I stand by my statement. I want you to protect my daughter. Her 
sister, who's in school, she didn't get to come and 3,200 of their friends in the Mars Area School 
District. 

The current regulations are not enough to protect them or their future. I support, along with the 
other 400 parents in my group, the EPA's proposed climate, air quality, and permitting rules for 
the oil and natural gas industry. Self-policing does not work. 

Based on my experiences over the past year, I have resigned myself to the fact that I can't make 
this all go away. I can't fix it either. But I can ask for your help. The oil and gas industry is 
getting closer and closer to my children. I demand industry accountability and responsibility. 
And I certainly do not want any more excuses. 

I appreciate you listening to my statement today. Please remember Julia and her friends as all of 
this public comment starts to become divisive dialogue. They need better regulations to protect 
their health and their environment. And the EPA's sole purpose is to take those steps. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 128 
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Comment: My name is Dan Scheid. I want to thank the EPA for proposing this standard on 
methane emissions which is crucial to slow climate change, to improve public health, and to 
protect our children's future. I also thank you for inviting public discussion on this issue. It's not 
a special interest or partisan issue. But it's a vital concern to every personnel living on the planet, 
and especially every resident ofPennsylvania, and to every American. 

I speak today not only as a resident of Pittsburgh but also as a person of faith, as a Catholic who's 
been inspired by the recent visit of Pope Francis. As some of you may know, Pope Francis issued 
a major document called Laudato Si on care of our common home in June of this year. In the 
Laudato Si, Pope Francis continues the Catholic Church's long-standing teaching on climate 
change, affirming that it is real, that it is a moral issue, and the prudence of it needs immediate 
and urgent action. 

Encyclical follows the familiar format for Catholic teaching. See. Judge. Act. The first element is 
to see what is happening, rely on the best scientific research available. And science is telling us 
that methane pollution persists for decades. That industry releases millions of tons of methane 
and toxic chemicals into the air every year. That without new limits on methane pollution, 
emissions from the oil and gas industry will increase by 25 percent in the next ten years. That in 
some areas, methane emissions are even higher than the EPA currently reports. And importantly, 
especially for Catholic teaching, methane and other toxic air pollutants exposes neighboring 
communities to harmful pollution and can cause serious health problems, including cancer, 
asthma, and other respiratory illnesses. Toxic emissions, particularly impact vulnerable groups 
like children and the elderly, as you've heard in statements already today. 

The second statement Francis makes is to judge through the lens of faith. That is, to understand 
and to interpret the ecological crisis according to theological and moral principles from the 
tradition. There is, as he says, a gospel of creation. And some of the principles he lays out 
include that we need to approach nature with awe, wonder, and joy; that the earth is not just a 
resource, but indeed is a common home for all. The climate in particular, he tells us, is a 
common good belonging to all, meant for all. 

We must pay special attention to the poor, who would be most impacted and have the least 
power to respond. And looking through with the eyes of faith, we should understand that creator 
has always intended creatures to live connected to and dependent on each other. 

"The gaze of Jesus," he says, "invites us," he says, quote, "to be intensive to the beauty that there 
is in the world and to perceive the divine message of the creator's love in each thing." He says, 
"Creation is of the order of love." 

I think Pope Francis takes us to the heart of what is it is to be human. That we are linked to all 
creatures, humans, the cosmos because of our one creator. And because of this divine plan, we 
should treat all creatures with love and respect and pay special attention to the vulnerable. 

Finally, in light of these faith convictions and moral standards, Pope Francis calls us to action. 
Reducing greenhouse gases, he tells us, quote, "requires honesty, courage, and responsibility." 
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We all called to respond, in our individual lives, in our families, in our neighborhoods, our 
communities. 

And in all of this, national policies also have a vital and indispensable role. Pope Francis 
specifically challenges elected leaders to have the courage to enact those policies that we need on 
behalf of future generations and the earth itself If they do so, he says, quote, "they will attest to 
their God-given dignity and leave behind a testimony of selfless responsibility." And so I thank 
the EPA, again, for proposing stronger methane emission standards. Please embody courageous 
under the leadership and help us heed the moral call to act. The proposed standards would reduce 
methane and other toxic air pollution. The standards will protect Americans with low-cost 
safeguards that already exist. And industry needs these standards to find the impetus to 
implement them. On behalf of the common good, it is important to act for the health of children, 
and for the elderly, for future generations, and indeed for us all. 

So on behalf of the Catholic community, which I'm just one small member, but inspired by Pope 
Francis, please let us act with love. Let act with prudence and courage. Let us act with justice. I 
urge you, do not delay in implementing the EPA's new methane pollution standard. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 131 

Comment: And I want to compliment Gina McCarthy and the EPA for taking this step on 
methane. I think it's an important complement to the Clean Power Plan rule. I think it's much 
needed and long overdue. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 136 

Comment: The Environmental Justice Center thanks the EPA for proposing this rule. We urge 
that it be implemented quickly and not weakened in any way. In fact, we urge you to strengthen 
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the rule. I traveled to Pittsburgh from the city that just hosted His Holiness Pope Francis, over 
the weekend. And as Larry said, given the deeply inspiring message of the Pope on climate 
change, can there be any doubt in anyone's mind, at this point, that taking a strong national 
action to limit climate change pollution is an urgent moral imperative. 

Every major faith tradition calls on its followers to protect those at the margins of society who 
cannot defend themselves, the young, the old, the sick, the poor. And it is exactly these persons 
who are being hurt first and worst by climate change. With no national standards in place to 
address methane from oil and gas wells and with a solid, scientific knowledge that the heat
trapping ability of methane is so much more potent than carbon dioxide. Putting this standard in 
place as quickly as possible is critical. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 137 

Comment: The Environmental Justice Center thanks the EPA for proposing this rule. We urge 
that it be implemented quickly and not weakened in any way. In fact, we urge you to strengthen 
the rule. I traveled to Pittsburgh from the city that just hosted His Holiness Pope Francis, over 
the weekend. And as Larry said, given the deeply inspiring message of the Pope on climate 
change, can there be any doubt in anyone's mind, at this point, that taking a strong national 
action to limit climate change pollution is an urgent moral imperative. 

Every major faith tradition calls on its followers to protect those at the margins of society who 
cannot defend themselves, the young, the old, the sick, the poor. And it is exactly these persons 
who are being hurt first and worst by climate change. With no national standards in place to 
address methane from oil and gas wells and with a solid, scientific knowledge that the heat
trapping ability of methane is so much more potent than carbon dioxide. Putting this standard in 
place as quickly as possible is critical. 

Since the technology to trap methane already exists and is inexpensive and readily available, we 
just don't understand why industry hasn't already widely deployed the technology. Nine billion 
tons of methane and toxic chemicals leaked into our air last year. That's enough to heat five 
million homes. But industry's unfortunate dragging of their heels shows the rest of us that they 
will only act if and when they must. 

The major faith traditions also call us on to protect and even celebrate the natural world that God 
has given us. God's love is infinite. The earth's natural resources are not. The ways that we 
generate our power in this country are causing damage to God's world that could take centuries 
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to heal, threatening to deprive our children and their grandchildren of safe and healthy 
communities in which to live and grow. 

The rule on which we comment today moves us to better protect the sacred and irreplaceable gift 
of creation which comes from and belongs to God. We need this rule. Amen. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 138 

Comment: My name is Gretchen Dahlkemper. I am the national field director of Moms Clean 
Air Force. Moms Clean Air Force is a group of over 570,000 parents across the country who 
have banned together to protect our children from toxic air pollution. 

Today I'm here to applaud the EPA for taking a step, albeit a baby step, to protect American 
families from the health and climate impacts of methane pollution from the oil and gas industry 
and to call on you and EPA to quickly address methane leaks from existing sources. 

Why do parents like myself care about air pollution from the oil and gas industry? The answer is 
simple. Industrial pollution from the oil and gas industry harms our children's health and fields 
global warming, and it wastes billions of dollars of natural gas each and every year. Standards 
that reduce methane emissions from oil and gas development will simultaneously reduce 
emissions and formation of health-damaging air pollutants, including volatile organic 
compounds, hazardous air pollutants, particulate matter, and ozone. Benzene and formaldehyde 
and other toxic pollution does not belong in the air our children breathe. Reducing methane 
would reduce the exposure of nearby communities to hazardous air pollutants and the subsequent 
risks of health effects, including respiratory morbidity and premature death. 

Oil and gas wells, pipelines, compressor stations, and other infrastructure are major sources of 
air pollution that can harm public health. Communities across Pennsylvania, including here in 
Western Pennsylvania where I'm from, are suffering under the burden of increased air pollution 
as a consequence of increased oil and gas development. 

Recent studies, out of right here in Pittsburgh, indicate that pregnant women and their unborn 
children living near natural gas infrastructure run a higher risk of heart defects, neurological tube 
defects, premature birth, low birth weight, still birth and even perinatal death. 

Children five and under living near natural gas infrastructure have a higher risk of childhood 
cancers such as leukemia. That's totally unacceptable. 
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Natural gas is mostly methane, which can leak all along the oil and gas supply chain. Methane is 
a powerful greenhouse gas, a big contributor to dangerous climate change. Pound for pound 
methane pollution is 25 times more potent than C02 over a hundred-year period. The oil and gas 
sector is the leading industrial source of methane pollution. 

There are simple, effective, and efficient ways to stop methane leaks. Fixes for methane 
pollution will also cut other air pollutants as well because it is not the only pollution that leaks 
from the oil and gas industry. Fixes for methane pollution will cut smog forming pollution that 
triggers asthma attacks, and it will cut air toxics like benzene, a known carcinogen. Children and 
the elderly are among those most vulnerable to the health hazards of smog. 

And our children will also suffer the most from runaway climate change. 

This is a national problem and it needs a national solution. Voluntary measures do not work. 
Today I urge the Environmental Protection Agency to adapt to the strongest possible rules to 
reduce methane pollution from the oil and gas industry. This rule is important. It lays the 
foundation for cutting methane pollution from existing sources, something that American 
families, and those like mine in Pennsylvania, desperately need to protect our communities and 
our families from an industry that operates as though our backyard are the Wild West without 
any consequences whatsoever. 

Parents need to stand strong against polluters to protect our children's right to clean air and a 
stable climate. Parents ask that the Environmental Protection Agency cuts through the noise 
created by bipartisanship politics. The monetary influence of the fossil fuel industry and the fear 
mongering from frankly both sides of the argument, ignore it and do what is right for American 
families. Today I ask you to cut methane emissions from the oil and gas industry, both from new 
and existing sources. America's children are counting on you. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 139 

Comment: Good morning. I'm the Reverend Mitch C. Hescox. I lead the Evangelical 
Environmental Network from New Freedom, Pennsylvania. And when I sit beside Gretchen, I 
often remind her that we have 750 evangelicals that believe in climate change and protecting our 
kids around the country, otherwise known as Creation Cares. It's a Matter of Life. 
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I'd like to start out with a little story. "Honey, should we fix the natural gas leaks in our home?'' 
"No sweetheart. We just won't light any matches. And put signs up all over the place saying, 'no 
smoking allowed.'" 

While we don't encourage smoking, does this sound like a responsible conversation or 
responsible course of action? And yet, our nation has not fixed the threatening fugitive emissions 
for us laypeople known as leaks from the natural gas infrastructure around the country. It's well 
past time to fix these leaks that spew dangerous pollution. As pro-life evangelicals, we have a 
special concern for the unborn. We want our children to be born healthy and unhindered by the 
ravages of pollution even before they take their first breath. 

The medical community has long known the environmental impacts on our unborn children. 
Although they once thought that a mother would give chemical protection, that has been proven 
untrue. Studies have shown that smog, VOCs, and air toxins have a disproportionate impact upon 
life in the womb. A recent study by Stacy and others from the University of Pittsburgh found 
evidence of low birth weight babies with proximate to unconventional natural gas wells in Butler 
County, Pennsylvania. In McKenzie, from the Colorado School of Public Health, published peer 
review research linking birth defects and methane production. The authors admit more research 
is needed. But the correlations in and of themselves demand action to reduce natural gas releases. 
These leaks of our natural gas infrastructure spew out smog precursors as well as adding to our 
failing air quality. 

Pennsylvania has already 277,000 children with asthma, according to the American Lung 
Association. And approximately ten percent of those kids live right here in Allegheny County. 
And Allegheny County's foul air fails in both ozone smog and particulate emissions making the 
need to stop natural gas leaks urgent. But it's not just a Pennsylvania problem. 

As air pollution does not respect state borders, a national policy is needed. With a public policy, 
it's always hard to take the first step. And the EPA has to be commended for this proposal that 
calls industry to reduce methane leaks from its new sources across the nation. But much more is 
needed. These leaks threaten our most vulnerable, as shared earlier, and also add to climate 
disruption. We want our loved ones, the unborn, and those yet to be born, to have a world free of 
climate change. Yet today, our natural gas infrastructure, large amounts of methane are being 
released. And as heard several times here before, a pollutant 86 times stronger than carbon 
dioxide over the first 20 years. And what we do in the next 20 years will determine whether our 
struggle to overcome climate change will be won or lost. But that's why reducing methane is 
morally strategic and morally important. For these reasons, 37,000 prolife Christians from 
Pennsylvania alone and almost 92,000 from the states of Colorado, Ohio, New, Mexico, and 
Pennsylvania have called for strong action to reduce methane emissions. Their request states, as 
prolife Christians, we want the air that we breathe to be safe for our children. Leaks in our 
natural gas infrastructure spew out toxic pollutants cancer-causing agents and climate pollution 
that place God's creation and our families, especially children, pregnant mothers and the unborn 
in harm's way. That's why we called our elected officials to support strong regulations to cut this 
pollution in both new and existing leaks from our natural gas infrastructure. Our children deserve 
nothing less. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 142 

Comment: Hi. My name is Jessica Helm. I live in Waltham, Massachusetts. And I also want to 
thank you for the opportunity to offer comment and for sitting here today to hear my statement 
and those of others in the room. 

I'm a member of the Sierra Club Board ofDirectors. And I'm here today to speak in support of 
the EPA's proposed methane standards for the oil and gas industry. For me, there are two 
compelling reasons to adopt the strongest possible methane emission standards. Our climate and 
health, the health of those living near oil and gas wells, pipelines, and compressor stations. 
Methane's effect on our climate is on the order of 85 times more powerful than carbon dioxide 
over a 20-year timeframe. This means the methane emitted in the next ten years will be affecting 
our atmosphere most, just as we most need to reduce greenhouse gases to avert the worst effects 
of climate change. 

The oil and gas industry is the largest industrial sources of methane emissions in our country. 
And these regulations will be an important first step in us reducing that contribution. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 143 

Comment: Hi. My name is Jessica Helm. I live in Waltham, Massachusetts. And I also want to 
thank you for the opportunity to offer comment and for sitting here today to hear my statement 
and those of others in the room. 

I'm a member of the Sierra Club Board ofDirectors. And I'm here today to speak in support of 
the EPA's proposed methane standards for the oil and gas industry. For me, there are two 
compelling reasons to adopt the strongest possible methane emission standards. Our climate and 
health, the health of those living near oil and gas wells, pipelines, and compressor stations. 
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Methane's effect on our climate is on the order of 85 times more powerful than carbon dioxide 
over a 20-year timeframe. This means the methane emitted in the next ten years will be affecting 
our atmosphere most, just as we most need to reduce greenhouse gases to avert the worst effects 
of climate change. 

The oil and gas industry is the largest industrial sources of methane emissions in our country. 
And these regulations will be an important first step in us reducing that contribution. 

The second reason the EPA must adopt the strongest possible methane standards is to protect 
public health, particularly, the health of our most vulnerable, babies and the elderly, and those 
without the financial means to access adequate health care or to move away from an oil- or gas
related source of pollution. 

The proposed standards will help protect the health of those near new emission sources by 
curbing smog in the form of emissions and hazardous air pollutants, which are released from oil 
and gas sources along with methane. Importantly, these regulations extend existing protections 
under the VOC rule downstream to include transmission storage. This means that individuals 
near compressor stations and storage locations all along the distribution networks can also 
benefit. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 147 

Comment: My name is Aaron Jacob Smith. I'm the coordinating attorney for Clean Air Council, 
a member-supported organization that has been fighting for over 40 years to protect everyone's 
right to breathe clean air. 

I'm very grateful for the opportunity to offer this testimony to you today. And I'll be testifying on 
EPA's proposed methane regulations. The Clear Air Council commends the EPA for recognizing 
that the gas industry has a methane problem. The proposed rules are an important first step in 
forcing industry to curb the release of methane and the hazardous air pollutants and smog
forming gases that are dumped into our air along with it. However, given the immediacy of the 
threat posed by climate change and the direct local adverse impact the gas industry is having on 
the health of Pennsylvania residents, the Council urges EPA to go further. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 156 

Comment: My name is Cricket Hunter, just like it sounds. So my name is Cricket Eccleston 
Hunter. And I am the director of Program and Outreach for Pennsylvania Interfaith Power & 
Light, one of 40 state affiliates of Interfaith Power & Light for religious response to climate 
change. 

Let me begin with thank you. I sat in this building, this room, actually, 14 months ago and 
praised the Clean Power Plan as a good beginning, and I asked the EPA to quickly address 
extractive emissions, since end use emissions only tell a portion of the story. So thank you. 

This new proposal is a good beginning, too. We cannot now pretend ignorance about the 
immediate health effects ofVOCs, nor the smog they react to create, nor can we pretend any 
longer that the volume of escaping methane, the greenhouse gas 80 times more powerful than 
carbon dioxide the first 20 years is negligible. Every time fugitive emissions are estimated and 
measures-- measured, it seems that the estimates rise. FLIR cameras capture vast undetected 
emissions even at operations that work hard to use best practices. We cannot possibly count on 
every one of the 450 companies of oil and gas operations in Pennsylvania alone to use best 
practices. Not all450 companies are the best. Expand that by including subcontractors, and the 
opportunity for harm increases. 

No, while we would like to assume the best of every one of these companies and every one of 
these workers every day, we need a safeguard. And for the best, we need a level playing field. 
We need, for companies and their shareholders, to understand that our atmosphere and the air we 
breathe are not free. They are precious. They are life-giving. 

Understanding that, how could we, in good conscience, permit new operations as leaky as the 
old. So these new limits are a good start -- a good start, but -- but compressors at well sites are an 
important part of the picture, and they are currently omitted. But regular inspections should be 
required for all operations, quarterly at least, to keep honest people honest, as my grandmother 
would say, and to catch mistakes. 

But we need methane and VOCs addressed for existing operations too. Or the Clean Power Plan 
shortsightedly implemented with an eye only on end use emissions will lead us into a three steps 
forward and two steps back dance that lands us far too close to where we started out. 

Last week in his address to Congress, Pope Francis elevated the calling of our elected 
representatives. He said, "You are called to defend and preserve the dignity of your fellow 
citizens in tireless and demanding pursuit of the common good. For this is the chief aim of all 
politics." 
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In that same speech, Pope Francis offered another ideal, one for administering a law, as you are 
charged with doing. "We protect by means of the law, the image and likeness fashioned by God 
on every human face." Protect the faces of the workers daily exposed to leaks and smog. Protect 
the faces of the children in the yard of the neighboring school. Protect the faces of the poor, 
standing in the way of the next Sandy or Katrina. 

People of faith will continue to pray. Congregations will continue to serve those at the bust end 
of boom and bust extraction economy. To feed those hungry because of crop failure, homeless 
because of storm, or fleeing from warming fueled conflict. We will continue to cut our energy 
use, becoming better disciplined stewards of the land and of one another. Christians may tum to 
Matthew 25 for inspiration; truly, I tell you, whatever you did unto one of the least of my 
brethren, that you did unto me. Others will site the Golden Rule or recall Scripture from their 
own traditions. We will pray for inspiration and for courage for the full spectmm of hopeful, 
skillful, and creative work that can bring us back into full community. We will pray with our 
hearts and hands. And we are asking you to act quickly in your work. Limit the harm we have 
tacitly agreed to. Limit the harm we are doing to one another and to creation. This proposed 
limit, though "we will not create more harm" limit is a start. But surely, we can do better. 
Strengthen this limit and then begin the next one, challenging us to address wrongs already built. 
Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 159 

Comment: My name is Nadia Steinzor. I'm the eastern program coordinator for Earthworks. For 
over two decades we've worked to protect communities and the environment from the negative 
impacts of mineral and energy development, while seeking sustainable solutions. 

We applaud the EPA for recognizing that oil and gas industry must reduce emissions of methane 
and VOCs to save both the global climate and the communities that live day in and day out with 
the negative impacts of operations on their health and quality of life. 

Overall, we stmggle to support the proposed amendments. The mles make sense because the 
industry hopes to vastly expand production, processing, and transmission facilities, all of which 
leak and pollute. The mles even provide economic benefits for operators, which may now be 
persuaded to capture methane for sale, rather than simply continuing to release into the air. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 165 

Comment: In closing, Earthworks does not believe that regulating methane will make oil and 
gas development safe. We've seen damage for far too long in far too many locations. Yet, the 
proposed rules will reduce emissions and hold the industry accountable for more of the pollution 
than it causes every day. We look forward to the timely adoption, implementation and 
enforcement of strong rules which cannot come soon enough for oil and gas field residents. 
Thank you for your time. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 166 

Comment: My name is Patrice Tomcik. And I'm here today as a mother, a member of the Moms 
Clean Air Force and a member of the Mars Parent Group. I am the face and the voice of the 
people who are affected by oil and gas development. I am the advocate for all children who 
suffer from the effects of pollution from the oil and gas industry. 

The oil and gas industry is currently one of the largest emitters of methane. Methane is an 
especially potent climate pollutant. It has 84 times the warming power of carbon dioxide over a 
20-year timeframe. It is important to know that methane from the oil and gas industry is released 
along with other pollutants like volatile organic compounds, otherwise known as VOCs. These 
VOCs are toxic air pollutants that help to form ground level ozone and smog. Ozone is linked to 
a variety of serious public health impacts, asthma, emergency room visits, and early death. 
Children are especially sensitive to toxic air pollutants and suffer these effects more than adults. 

My children attend the school in the Mars Area School District, which is about 30 minutes north 
here of Pittsburgh. A permanent gas well pad is located approximately half a mile away from the 
school campus, which places 3,200 students at ground zero for exposures if it's developed. 

Personally, I am especially fearful for my youngest who had leukemia. So I know he's even more 
vulnerable to the air pollution. He's in a sensitive subgroup of a sensitive group. One of the 
VOCs found at the gas well pad is benzene, which is a carcinogen and is known to cause 
leukemia. I fear for my son's health. 
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My friend, Rick, has a son who has asthma. His name is Will. And he attends the Mars Area 
School District. The family checks the air quality every day to determine what their outdoor 
activity will be. On days of high ozone, all outside plans are canceled because Will's past history 
has shown that it can trigger an asthma attack. 

Rick worries that the potential air pollution from the well pad could trigger an asthma attack, 
especially on a day when gym class is outside. Will is in the sensitive subgroup of a sensitive 
group also. 

Rick and I, along with other parents in the Mars Area School District, are angry that we have to 
make a difficult choice of having to pull our children from their schools in fear of their health. 

But for many who live next to the oil and gas development, there is no choice. My friend and her 
daughter, Olivia, who is five years old, live 1,300 feet from a gas well pad. Olivia had 
nosebleeds and sore throats while the well pad was being developed. This is where Olivia lives 
and plays, near gas development. The family has moved away for fear of the family's health. The 
current rules and regulations are not protective of Olivia's health. A woman in Washington 
County, PA lives 500 feet from a cryogenic processing plant. She's also surrounded by multiple 
well pads, pipelines and a newly committed compressor station. The family smell odors in the air 
and suffers from frequent headaches and watery eyes. Her four-year-old daughter developed a 
respiratory airway disease since age 1 1/2 and has been diagnosed with pneumonia in the past. 
Her mother said she had SUMMA canister testing showing spikes in VOCs, and her urine tests 
have come back positive for many of the same chemicals used or found in the gas industry. The 
mother suffers from anxiety of what the long-term effects are for her family and is angry because 
the family's health has already been affected. And nobody was there to protect them for five 
years. Thankfully the family just sold their house one month ago and can't wait to escape. 
Tragically, there are many people who are unable to move, escape to healthier, cleaner air. 
Where is the protection? 

The public is left to fight their own protection like we have in Mars, P A. Industry's self
regulating does not work. Only a handful of oil and gas companies participate in the EPA's 
Natural Gas STAR Program, which is a voluntarily effort to reduce emissions. 

Nationwide, the people, especially children, need stronger protective emission rules because 
industry does what is inspected. They do not do what is expected. As a mom, I want children 
now, and in the future generations to have safe, clean environment and to give the opportunity 
for a healthy life. There must be action taken now. This is why I've joined Moms Clean Air 
Force, along with 570,000 members to fight to limit the methane emissions that contribute to 
global warming and climate change. Thank you very much. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
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8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 167 

Comment: My name is Patrice Tomcik. And I'm here today as a mother, a member of the Moms 
Clean Air Force and a member of the Mars Parent Group. I am the face and the voice of the 
people who are affected by oil and gas development. I am the advocate for all children who 
suffer from the effects of pollution from the oil and gas industry. 

The oil and gas industry is currently one of the largest emitters of methane. Methane is an 
especially potent climate pollutant. It has 84 times the warming power of carbon dioxide over a 
20-year timeframe. It is important to know that methane from the oil and gas industry is released 
along with other pollutants like volatile organic compounds, otherwise known as VOCs. These 
VOCs are toxic air pollutants that help to form ground level ozone and smog. Ozone is linked to 
a variety of serious public health impacts, asthma, emergency room visits, and early death. 
Children are especially sensitive to toxic air pollutants and suffer these effects more than adults. 

My children attend the school in the Mars Area School District, which is about 30 minutes north 
here of Pittsburgh. A permanent gas well pad is located approximately half a mile away from the 
school campus, which places 3,200 students at ground zero for exposures if it's developed. 

Personally, I am especially fearful for my youngest who had leukemia. So I know he's even more 
vulnerable to the air pollution. He's in a sensitive subgroup of a sensitive group. One of the 
VOCs found at the gas well pad is benzene, which is a carcinogen and is known to cause 
leukemia. I fear for my son's health. 

My friend, Rick, has a son who has asthma. His name is Will. And he attends the Mars Area 
School District. The family checks the air quality every day to determine what their outdoor 
activity will be. On days of high ozone, all outside plans are canceled because Will's past history 
has shown that it can trigger an asthma attack. 

Rick worries that the potential air pollution from the well pad could trigger an asthma attack, 
especially on a day when gym class is outside. Will is in the sensitive subgroup of a sensitive 
group also. 

Rick and I, along with other parents in the Mars Area School District, are angry that we have to 
make a difficult choice of having to pull our children from their schools in fear of their health. 

But for many who live next to the oil and gas development, there is no choice. My friend and her 
daughter, Olivia, who is five years old, live 1,300 feet from a gas well pad. Olivia had 
nosebleeds and sore throats while the well pad was being developed. This is where Olivia lives 
and plays, near gas development. The family has moved away for fear of the family's health. The 
current rules and regulations are not protective of Olivia's health. A woman in Washington 
County, PA lives 500 feet from a cryogenic processing plant. She's also surrounded by multiple 
well pads, pipelines and a newly committed compressor station. The family smell odors in the air 
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and suffers from frequent headaches and watery eyes. Her four-year-old daughter developed a 
respiratory airway disease since age 1 1/2 and has been diagnosed with pneumonia in the past. 
Her mother said she had SUMMA canister testing showing spikes in VOCs, and her urine tests 
have come back positive for many of the same chemicals used or found in the gas industry. The 
mother suffers from anxiety of what the long-term effects are for her family and is angry because 
the family's health has already been affected. And nobody was there to protect them for five 
years. Thankfully the family just sold their house one month ago and can't wait to escape. 
Tragically, there are many people who are unable to move, escape to healthier, cleaner air. 
Where is the protection? 

The public is left to fight their own protection like we have in Mars, P A. Industry's self
regulating does not work. Only a handful of oil and gas companies participate in the EPA's 
Natural Gas STAR Program, which is a voluntarily effort to reduce emissions. 

Nationwide, the people, especially children, need stronger protective emission rules because 
industry does what is inspected. They do not do what is expected. As a mom, I want children 
now, and in the future generations to have safe, clean environment and to give the opportunity 
for a healthy life. There must be action taken now. This is why I've joined Moms Clean Air 
Force, along with 570,000 members to fight to limit the methane emissions that contribute to 
global warming and climate change. Thank you very much. 

In response to a question where Mars is located, another speaker (Steve Hvozdovich) indicated 
that it is about 30 minutes north of Pittsburgh. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 170 

Comment: My name is Reverend Sandra Strauss. And I want to thank you for giving me the 
opportunity to be here today. 

In 2010, the Pennsylvania Council of Churches adopted a resolution calling for our 
Commonwealth to protect public health and the environment in all aspects of Marcellus Shale 
natural gas production, site restoration, and delivery to customers. The industry was still rather 
new to Pennsylvania, and we thought that natural gas was a more environmentally friendly 
alternative to coal and other fossil fuels. Our concern was that the industry was growing too 
quickly without sufficient attention to regulation that would protect Pennsylvania's citizens and 
environment. 
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We were driven by our understanding as Christians that all creation is a gift from God, given to 
us to hold in sacred trust. And that it's our responsibility as humans to protect and preserve the 
environment for now and for future generations. Well, we began to learn quickly that this rapidly 
growing industry was not benign, including families losing precious drinking water, health issues 
in fracking communities, environmental degradation, and wear and tear on roads. 

Then we began to hear about a more insidious problem, the escape of massive amounts of 
methane into the air. This so called "cleaner alternative" turned out to be a sheep in wolves' 
clothing. 

Methane, while less common than carbon dioxide, is a far more potent greenhouse gas. And the 
Environmental Defense Fund explains it briefly, while methane doesn't linger as long in the 
atmosphere as carbon dioxide, it is initially far more devastating to the climate because of how 
effectively it absorbs heat. In the first two decades after its release, methane is 84 times more 
potent than carbon dioxide. All of these concerns led us to call for a moratorium on fracking in 
Pennsylvania in 2012. 

The oil and gas industry has tended to downgrade or disregard the problem of methane emissions 
from its production processes. A recent industry fueled study, paid for by Chesapeake Energy, 
claims that methane in drinking water isn't coming from fracking processes, in opposition to two 
earlier studies in the proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. The industry claims 
properly drilled and maintained wells don't leak. But Cornell University civil engineer Anthony 
Ingraffea has found that nine percent of unconventional wells drilled in Northeast, Pennsylvania, 
since 2009, has structural integrity issues. And that the problem will grow as well as age as 
thousands of new wells are bored. Oil and gas companies are unlikely to deal with methane and 
other emissions that result out of the goodness of their hearts. Methane emissions, are often 
much higher than reported, and without action, the problem is expected to get worse. 

However, for us, as people of faith, this is more than arguing about levels of emissions than 
effects on the environment. If methane is leaking into the environment, so are other dangerous 
toxic materials, many of which affect the health of some of our most vulnerable populations, 
particularly children, seniors, those with existing health issues and workers at drilling and 
production sites. But, really, anyone living close to a drilling site. Exposure to toxic pollution 
released into the air and into our water supplies can cause serious health problems, including 
cancers and respiratory illnesses. For those who already have asthma and other serious health 
problems, these toxic releases can exacerbate what may already be life-threatening conditions. 

And I would be remiss ifl neglected to remind all concerned that the problem of methane and 
other toxic emissions is a concern of the environmental justice as well. 

As many of the persons in communities that are affected are poor and low income populations 
and community of color, because more well-to-do populations are able to sometimes prevent 
production and processing from happening in their back yards. As Christians striving to live out 
the genesis call to till and keep creation, we urge the EPA to act quickly and decisively to 
implement the new methane pollution standard that will protect our environment and those 
without the power to protect themselves. Thank you. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 171 

Comment: Good morning. My name is Laura Bums and I am from Mansfield, Ohio. I 
appreciate the opportunity to offer a comment this morning. I am one of the Ohio field 
organizers for Moms Clean Air Force. And today, I am here to speak in support of the EPA's 
recently proposed methane pollution standards for the oil and gas industry. The Obama 
Administration has proposed standards for methane emissions for both new and modified oil and 
gas facilities. This landmark has the potential to blunt the growth of methane and smog-forming 
pollution and meet the goal of pollution reduction by up to 45 percent in the next ten years. This 
pollution puts public health at great risk as industrial methane pollution is bad for people, bad for 
health, and bad for our environment. The toxins can cause serious health problems, including 
respiratory disease and cancer, which pose a distinct threat to not only the workers, but the 
families who live nearby. Our most vulnerable populations of children and elderly and poverty 
stricken are often in a position where leaving the immediate area is just not possible for them. 
These people can no longer hope that the oil and gas industry will do the right thing on their 
own. Instead, we need our legislators to stand up and defend them by ensuring these standards. 

Methane emissions contribute to pollution, health issues, and climate change. As our air fills 
with more pollution, it traps heat against the earth's surface and wind up with a greater risk of 
extreme weather. Storms and well temperatures are all side effects of extreme weather. A good 
local and concrete example could be the heavy rains that Ohio experienced this spring. Twenty
three straight days of rain contributed to an already algae-plagued water skin of Lake Erie, 
intensifying the toxic plume for this 2015 season. 

The U.S. cannot meet its international greenhouse gas reduction commitments unless it cuts 
methane from oil and gas forces by 40 to 45 percent from the 2012levels by 2025. The only way 
we will ever be successful is if we step up now calling for responsible action from the oil and gas 
industry. We've waited long enough for them to voluntarily reduce emissions and we cannot hold 
out any longer. The public and environment should not be expected to bear the burden of harm 
that has been put forth by these toxic emissions. 

Again, thank you for your (sic) opportunity to speak. And I do hope that the EPA will soon 
finalize these rules. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 172 

Comment: My name is Sister Donna Zwigart, a member of the Sisters of St. Francis of the 
Newmann Communities whose Pennsylvania-- whose motherhouse is in Millvale, Pennsylvania. 
I wish to thank you for this opportunity to speak on the proposed legislation on methane 
emissions and their effect on the citizens of Pennsylvania, especially the most vulnerable who 
suffer from this pollutant in our atmosphere. 

A few days ago, you may have been in the area, we heard from Pope Francis, and previously in 
his encyclical, Laudato Si, this wise man's concern for our planet. "The earth itself burdened, laid 
in waste is among the most abandoned and maltreated of our poor," quote. As a Franciscan, a 
follower of St. Francis of Assisi, and not only the bird bath, he's the patron saint of the 
environment. The poor hold a special place for me. I am vowed to care for them, to speak for 
them in matters of justice and peace. Our climate is a common good belonging to all and meant 
for all of creation. Every person living on our planet is in relationship. We are kin. God's 
kingdom. We need one another and care for each other as kin. 

Methane is a highly potent greenhouse gas 86 times as powerful as C02, which makes it a 
powerful contributor to climate change. It's the greatest threat ever to our common home, in 
residence of the earth, all our brothers and sisters. When methane is released into our 
atmosphere, along with the other co-pollutants, a number of air toxins are formed. These 
pollutants cause serious health problems. Smog and soot are associated with numerous problems 
for health. Some of these are asthma, an increase in respiratory problems, COPD, emphysema 
and the cardiovascular problems. Maybe this is why this Pittsburgh area has one of the dirtiest 
atmospheres in the United States. This is of great concern to the residents of this area, especially 
those persons who can't afford to move from their environmental justice communities. 

When we see what we -- that what we, who produce the gas, are doing to others, doesn't our 
inner self, our conscience bother us? The air we breathe is for all people. It's a gift from our 
Creator. So ifwe pollute the atmosphere, we are responsible for all of the respiratory health 
problems of others. We have the same air. 

This is something to observe. The Bible states that we are our brothers and sisters keepers. And 
from a faith perspective, clearly, the Bible has no place for a tyrannical anthroprogentism 
unconcerned for other creatures. This is a moral issue. It is wrong to pollute our air. 

Thankfully, in August, the EPA took some common steps by proposing standards to reduce and 
clean up methane pollution from our oil and gas industry. These proposed standards would 
generate significant health benefits for all who breathe air. Attention to all the existing methane
emitting sources needs to be added to the proposed standards as regulation, inspection -
regulation inspections for leaks on a fixed basis, use of zero-emitting equipment, and so forth. 
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Pope Francis writes, quote, "Each community can take from the bounty of the earth whatever it 
needs for sustenance, but also has the duty to protect the earth and ensure its fruitfulness for the 
coming generations." Intergenerational solidarity is not optional, but rather a basic question of 
justice, since the world we have received also belongs to those who follow us. Thank you for this 
opportunity to be here today. And I end with a prayer from numbers. May the Lord bless and 
keep you. May the Lord tum toward you and have compassion on you. And may the Lord smile 
on you and give you his peace. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 174 

Comment: I wish to state, I support the proposal by the Environmental Protection Agency to set 
standards on both methane and volatile organic compounds on new and modified oil and gas 
processing equipment, as defined in the EPA new proposal, because of the impact that methane, 
in particular has on climate change and VOCs have on human health. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 176 

Comment: I would stress that our country needs to meaningfully address these emissions at an 
earliest possible time. Emissions standards for methane and VOCs on current facilities in this 
category should be implemented. 

In a significant note, the EPA documentation, as well as the IPC reports, stress that 
anthropogenic climate change is creating conditions that will alter our biosphere from that which 
human society has developed over much of its history. These changing conditions may result in 
more severe droughts, coastal storm surges, impact of biodiversity, and forced migrations. 
Release of Pope Francis's Encyclical Laudato Si on the care of our common home this past June 
caused me to reflect on climate change as a moral issue in that it intends to impact most severely 
the poor, the marginalized, and the forgotten of our society. 
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And this timeline relates from personal experience and have influenced my thinking regarding 
climate change. I thought of the visits I've made in recent years to the northern and southern 
polar regions. The comments by Canadian Inuit of commonly seen animals such as grizzly bears 
have never been in the area previously. Rain in December is an event they have not ever recall 
occurring before. Comments by a school teacher in Greenland telling them of reduced ice 
conditions that inhibited the building of local Inuit to be able to hunt seals as a part of their diet, 
the absence of sea ice, as we travel to the Northwest Passage area, which some sea ice is 
common, even during the summer. Discussions with and talks by various University of 
Michigan, Penn State, and a Cornell geologist and climate scientist, they would stress that 
warming is real and largely influenced by human activity. And this warming can result in rising 
sea levels, increased acidity, and other weather events as significant. 

There's a conference I attended in Erie, Pennsylvania years ago -- it was sponsored by the 
Alliance of Nurses for Healthy Environments --stressed the impact of oil and gas drilling and 
processing plants have had on air and water quality and other public health issues. 

I sent them a (inaudible) on climate change and the common good. The discussion dealt with the 
human tragedy resulting from the climate change in the form of refugees that must leave their 
homes because of the rising sea levels, flooding, droughts, and depleted water sources. 

And this week, I'll be attending a seminar at Duquesne University on the integrity of creation 
climate changes. This is why I believe the standards proposed by the EPA to address methane 
and VOC emissions are only on the first that are absolutely essential if leaders of America are to 
care for our country. In conclusion, a comment by Pope Francis on the Encyclical, leaving an 
inhabitable planet for future generations is first and foremost up to us. The issue is one which 
dramatically affects us or has to do with the ultimate earth sojourn. I thank you for your time and 
attention. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 177 

Comment: Good morning. Thank you. I appreciate you taking this time to listen to us. This past 
--I'm sorry. What you're considering today are rules to try to make oil and gas fracking less 
dangerous. However, the biggest threat to our nation and the world's civilization is global climate 
change. Your work is one part. And it's a critical part of the President's more comprehensive 
Clean Power Plan to reduce our nation's greenhouse gas pollution. The dangers from climate 
change appear to be gradual and growing only slowly. 
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I live here in Pittsburgh. And this city is famous for having been a home for Rachel Carson, 
whose work evenh1ally led to the creation of the Environmental Protection Agency. The air 
quality in our region killed during the Donora fog. And while it's much better than the days when 
the soot was a daily fact of life, we still have some of the worst air quality in the nation. The fact 
is our climate crisis is not able to be quickly cleaned up. 

In addition, we're rolling the dice, gambling that the melting of the Arctic Sea ice is not already 
past the point of no return. A global tipping point that could lead to a series of other tipping 
points, falling like dominoes, from which we cannot simply clean up our mess. 

This is personal for me. I was outside last year at the park near my house when I suffered my 
first ever asthma attack. The air pollution from fracking has been found to cross state lines. So 
even though there isn't fracking here within the City of Pittsburgh, it surrounds us here. 

This is personal for me also because I have two daughters, ages 12 and 9. And they're growing 
up in a world that is getting warmer each year, and because of that, they will face greater risks 
and dangers to their health and safety. This past weekend, I visited an area just north of here 
where the first oil well was drilled. There's a legacy of drillers leaving thousands of wells in our 
area uncapped or inadequately sealed. Your mles need to have the companies pay now for their 
future cracks in the concrete at the well heads. There's a long legacy of oil and gas companies 
who see the costs of maintaining their pipelines as more expensive than letting them age, leak, 
spill, and then if they're still around, then they pay fines that are simply a slap on the wrist. I and 
my loved ones call on you to make the fines so large, the pipeline and wellhead maintenance is 
actually cheaper. Please account for the tme costs of methane leaks as a greenhouse gas that is 80 
to 100 times more potent at trapping heat than carbon dioxide. 

These companies have been free to treat our air as if it's an open sewer. They've been getting 
away with it, in large part, because we can't see or smell the pollution, but its impacts are making 
our world warmer, and those risks are huge and growing. Another famous Pennsylvanian once 
said that "an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure." 

Please make the mles for greenhouse gas pollution for oil and gas reflect the tme risks and costs 
of our warming world. An ounce of prevention would have been a great idea 15 or 30 years ago. 
We're now at the point where it will take increasingly heavy fines and the strictest of regulations 
to bring us back from the brave man. The majority of U.S. citizens wants you to do your job and 
act as our agency to protect our environment. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 180 

Comment: Air pollution continues to plague the Pittsburgh region. Allegheny County is 
currently a non-attainment for ozone and the daily and annual PM2.5 standards. Oil and gas 
operations are one of the sources of pollution that is dirtying our air, making people sick, and 
impairing people's quality of life. 

So we are appreciative, of course, that the EPA is taking the important first step to control 
methane emissions from oil and gas sources, and we're pleased you're holding a hearing in 
Pittsburgh today. 

We know that the oil and gas industry is the largest industrial source of methane, highly potent 
greenhouse gas. In 2013, natural gas producers in Pennsylvania alone emitted over 120,000 
metric tons of methane or the equivalent of the amount of gas used to heat half the homes in 
Pittsburgh. 

Under the proposed standards, oil and gas operators will install controls that will reduce not only 
methane, but also ozone and particle-formed pollutants and hazardous air pollutants as well. This 
will generate significant public health benefits in addition to climate benefits. 

The EPA has said that nationally, the climate and health benefits of the emission cuts is 
estimated at $460 to $500 million. And we look forward to a portion of those benefits coming to 
our regiOn. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 189 

Comment: I support the proposed standards, and would be concerned about any attempts by the 
industry to weaken them. Thank you for being a part of the multifaceted reform to solve a 
multifaceted problem. But we must do more. We must tum back global warming or we're going 
to lose the planet. Listen to the body of science. 

I've heard two glacial geologists speak. They talk about it's cheaper to go green. And I'm from 
Ohio, and the Republicans there busted our green energy bill. That's why I'm so angry. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 191 

Comment: The economic arguments to support regulation of methane are quite compelling. 
Methane is the primary component of natural gas. So the recovery of methane, that wouldn't 
otherwise be emitted, can be used for power generation, heating or manufacturing. In addition, 
projects to reduce methane emissions can cut -- can put people to work and spur investment in 
local economies. Though I believe it is equally important to support clean, green, renewable 
energy to move us toward a liveable, sustainable planet. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 199 

Comment: We thank you for the opportunity to speak here today in support of effective and 
comprehensive regulation ofVOC and methane emissions from the natural gas industry. 
Pennsylvania is an energy-producing state. We were home to the first oil boom and an early 
leader in coal mining. Currently, we lead the nation in electricity exports, the least of which 
come from our fleet of coal and natural gas plants. We're No.2 in the nation in nuclear 
generation, and now, with the recent boom in shale gas production, we could become No.2 in 
natural gas production as well. 

All across the state, we see the scars of past energy production and live with the risks of 
continuing operations. It's critical that, with this latest energy boom, we recognize the lessons of 
the past and get these regulations right. The stakes are higher than ever. The leakage of methane 
isn't just a local issue. And with a global warming potential of 84 times that of carbon dioxide, 
methane leakage is a potential climate killer. As the third largest carbon-emitting state, 
controlling leakage in Pennsylvania is essential to the success of our national climate goals. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 201 

Comment: Thank you, first of all, for this opportunity to testify in front of you. We very much 
appreciate the EPA creating the rule on methane emissions. We-- you know, I represent sort of 
environmental activists, myself, or Sierra Club group, I'm a member of Union of Concerned 
Scientists, but I do speak as a citizen at this hearing. So I have been an environmental activist 
for, like, close to 20 years and observed slow progression of already visible signs of global 
warmmg. 

I am very concerned like you -- many people you hear from today. I am concerned with the same 
aspects of this global warming crisis getting sort of out of hand and out of ability for all of us, as 
a humanity, to actually impact it and control it. So the more we do sooner, the less, you know, 
drama and tragedy will impact human population later, as well as our eco system. 

So you've heard those arguments. You probably more than we do. So I just -- I'm here to give 
you my support. Please rule strongly and please rule -- implement rules that are, you know, 
meaningful and strong as you possibly can at this time. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 203 

Comment: There -- there are a few more specific items that Sierra Club has brought to my 
attention that there is this cost-benefit analysis for monetary savings that you perform to --to 
informing industry and so forth. And then there's this question of whether the gas that is, for 
example, leaked from oil-producing fields can be captured. It seems like it would be such a good 
thing to do, right? This is, after all, fuel that could be used. So there's just a question, you know, 
how could EPA motivate industry to do that? 

There is that -- that effect that the owner of the gas basically does not -- well, there are two 
aspects. So when the -- when the gas is, you know, in the pipes, the owner of the pipe is not, you 
know, improving the pipes, and leakage in the pipes is not giving any financial benefit of saving 
the gas; right? So there's that one sort of, like, lack of economic motivation. I don't know if this 
can be addressed except by ruling. 
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And then, of course, people spoke about how the people who -- who bum methane or who just 
simply release methane into the atmosphere, in fact, do not carry the burden, the cost of societal, 
you know, burdens of this pollution. 

So, again, I would like to thank you and urge you to put in as strong a rule as possible. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 206 

Comment: In the grand scheme of things, however, the reduction of accidental emissions from 
oil and gas operations is a bit of a red herring. They constitute a small fraction of the climate 
impact of the industry as a whole, whose very existence depends on the extraction of fossil 
carbon. Even if we could eliminate all well-head leakage and purposeful venting and flaring, as 
well as transmission losses, the amount of methane and carbon dioxide inherent in the 
persistence of the cheap fossil fuel economy is more than we can afford. The amount of known 
reserves that world can afford to extract while retaining a liveable planet for future generations is 
rapidly dwindling to nothing. We should be drilling no new wells, no new sources, blowing up 
no new mountains, building no new fossil power plants, and we need to be pulling out all of the 
stops on developing battery-power technologies and more-efficient solar panels, so that 
renewable electricity can take the place of fossil fuels in most, if not all, applications. And for 
things like long-distance aviation, the answer is probably biofuels. But they need to be 
sustainably produced by advancing the technology to utilize cellulosic ethanol from perennial 
switchgrass and coppiced tree crops, rather than ethanol from energy-inefficient and land
degrading com. Conservation, both through energy efficiency and through changing our 
expectations, also needs to be a part of the picture; if this developing world all starts to live like 
Americans do now, we'll be in quite a pickle. 

Pennsylvania is one of the nation's emitters of greenhouse gases. There's a common perception 
that without fossil fuel extraction, Pennsylvania's economy would go down the mine-shafts. And 
as we saw at the Clean Power Plan hearing last year, there are plenty of coal workers from 
Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Kentucky and other states who are up in arms at the prospect of job 
losses. But there's some factors that the protests by those coal workers, their families, and 
retirees didn't make clear. First, there aren't that many active jobs in coal production. I've spent 
time down in an operating coal mine. And there was just a handful of people down there. 

Second, coal is already losing out to natural gas, which especially while climate change, water 
and air pollution, and their attendant health costs are left out of the equation, is being produced 
more cheaply than coal. Both will lose out to clean renewable energy as we move forward with a 
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national Carbon Fee and Dividend program advocated by so many to allow the free market to 
incorporate the currently-externalized costs of dirty fossil energy, incentivizing renewables, 
efficiency, and conservation with cleaner air as a side effect and air and water, while providing a 
net financial benefit to the vast majority of citizens. 

And third, as has been demonstrated by a detailed study by Regional Economic Models, 
Incorporated, an independent, non-partisan research organization commissioned by Citizen 
Climate Lobby, there are far more jobs to be had in renewable energy. Well-paying, safer jobs 
that could be routed, many of them, to those coal communities and gas communities out in the 
industry because instead of a boom-and-bust economy, you could have ongoing production of 
solar panels and insulation and green-building products and wind turbine parts. So we, and in 
large part, the -- the government just need to play our cards right, applying suitable tax incentives 
and such so the green businesses emerge to replace a whole host of fossil based ones. Will they 
come at a cost to the shareholders and management of those once fossil-based companies? Yes, 
but those parties have already taken far too many profits at the expense of future generations. 
They made their choices, and it is ethically appropriate, or one might say, only karma (sic) for 
them to get out or lose out. 

We are at a critical juncture with respect to climate change -- we simply cannot afford to keep 
adding carbon to the atmosphere. The EPA has the power, and the responsibility, to do a great 
deal in mitigating the risk to our common future. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 214 

Comment: Making these changes will create a much more robust regulatory framework for 
limiting the discharge ofVOCs and methane. 

Mountain Watershed Association would like to thank the Department for its time in considering 
our comments. 

And lastly added, while we support these regulatory changes with current methane and VOC 
dismptions, our country must shift its focus away from finite resources. NWA believes our future 
lies in renewable energy. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 216 

Comment: My name is Justin Wasser. I live at 112 Stratford Avenue here in Pittsburgh. I 
sincerely appreciate you allowing us to present the postcards. I too was at the rally. And I speak 
as a young person and someone who grew up not too far from here 70 miles to the east in an area 
that I'm proud of on the Appalachian Mountains, but the effects of air pollution, the effects of 
water quality, I've seen them growing up. I didn't know them until I was older, a little more 
educated, gained a little more perspective. 

My family has a history in industry of extraction in coal, in oil and gas. And I do understand 
their plight. As I'm sure all of you do. But the conversation here isn't about the economy in terms 
of immediate jobs. There are other agencies that I'm sure we could discuss those Issues with. 

As the Environmental Protection Agency, you're not just protecting the environment. You're 
protecting the health and well-being of people in my family, of me, the folks in my community. I 
support all four of these rules. And I commend the EPA for putting these forth. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 218 

Comment: My name is Michelle Boyle. I am a floor nurse in a large city hospital here in 
Pittsburgh. And I'm with SEIU Healthcare P A. When our daughters were newborns, my husband 
and I knew that there was absolutely nothing more important in the world than them. We went 
from baby proofing our homes, to currently putting bike helmets and wrist guards for 
rollerblading on them. However, unlike placing safety latches or teaching our kids to wear 
helmets, we can't teach them to breathe differently. As individuals, we can't-- we can't do 
anything about the air they breathe, but if we all are in this together-- I greatly appreciate you 
being here today -- then we can do something about the air they breathe. 

My family's freedom has been limited by orange alert days, as our world gets warmer, these bad 
air days have become more frequent. My husband is a runner, but last year he had his first 
asthma attack. Bad air days look sunny and gorgeous, and my children want to run out and play 
with it, as do I, but we can't let them because we're afraid of them developing asthma. 
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I teach my children to clean up after themselves. How do I explain that they can't go outside -
it's very difficult for me-- because adults refuse to clean up their mess. In our common home, 
how can we say to our grandchildren, we didn't do enough because it was too hard. That's not the 
America I was brought up to believe in and it's not the one I'm teaching my children. Again, 
thankful that you're here today. 

As a nurse, I'm all too aware of chronic lung disease. I spent five years on a thoracic surgery 
floor. I've cared for patients as liters of fluid drained from garden-hose-sized chest tubes. Patients 
who simply state the activities take on a whole new meaning. Have you ever had to rest after 
getting dressed? Have to calculate the steps between here and the bathroom, and whether you 
need your oxygen for it? And I've also witnessed patients gasping for air just trying to tell their 
spouse that they love them. 

We here today are blessed. We are blessed to have good health. We didn't need to rest after 
getting dressed this morning. I didn't have to stop and take a rest after walking to my seat. As we 
take that deep sigh of relief and count our blessings, remember, we all have just inhaled VOCs, 
toxic chemicals, methane into our lungs. How soon before our own freedoms are limited because 
of climate change pollutants? 

We have a historic opportunity in front of us to protect the health of our families, our 
communities, our country suffering from -- and since I'm a nurse, you could listen to the list -
chronic bronchitis, decreased function and lung cancer, heart attacks, cardiovascular disease, 
neurological disorders and strokes. Or continue to expose our children to 

American adults -- they call themselves corporations -- who refuse to clean up the toxic mess 
that they created, poisoning the very air we are graced with to breathe and live. 

Harriet Tubman took her first breath of freedom here in Pennsylvania. Every great -- and she 
said, "Every great dream begins with a dreamer. Always remember you have within you the 
strength, the patience, and the passion reach for the stars to change the world." 

This is our opportunity to follow in her footsteps and allow our children and grandchildren to 
breathe freely by protecting our common home. I know which American example I'm teaching 
my children. And I thank you for being here today. And also, today's my birthday. So it would be 
really cool, if this went (indicating) and just to give you a hint of how old I am. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 221 
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Comment: Thankfully in August, the EPA took common sense steps forward by proposing the 
first ever standards to reduce harmful methane pollution of the oil and gas industry. However, 
the proposed Federal Rules only cover new and modified sources of methane emissions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 225 

Comment: Thank you for the opportunity to speak today in support of the proposed methane 
emissions reduction and to underscore the urgency of their implementation on behalf of God's 
creation and for the common good. 

We are faced with an important choice. We can act now and help to protect future generations 
and God's creation from the worst impacts of climate change or we can fail to act and let our 
children and the earth suffer the consequences. This rule is a critical step in the right direction. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 229 

Comment: I strongly support EPA's recently proposed methane pollution standards for the oil 
and gas industry, although I only see this as a first step. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: Good morning. My name is Susan Carty and I'm the president of the League of 
Women Voters of Pennsylvania. The League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania commends the 
EPA for taking this important first step to control methane emissions from oil and gas source. 
EPA's proposed methane pollution standards are reasonable and they are already in use across 
the oil and gas industry. We believe the proposed methane pollution standards are necessary, and 
on a 20-year time scale methane appears to be 60 times -- 86 times more powerful than carbon 
dioxide. 

The oil and gas industry is the largest industrial source of methane pollution. In 2013, the 
industry emitted over 7.3 million metric tons of methane. From a standpoint of climate 
disruption, that's equivalent to carbon dioxide emissions of over 160 coal-burning power plants. 

For more than 20 years the oil and gas industry has been allowed to vent, flare, and leak methane 
without oversight, and it is in the interest of public health that the new rule-making should be 
improved and implemented quickly. 

This is necessary to save lives of people living and working near gas and oil wells and 
infrastructure, workers in the industry, and especially vulnerable populations. Recent studies 
conducted in Pennsylvania, Colorado, and Missouri indicate that babies in utero and children 
under age three are especially vulnerable. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: Good morning. My name is Susan Carty and I'm the president of the League of 
Women Voters of Pennsylvania. The League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania commends the 
EPA for taking this important first step to control methane emissions from oil and gas source. 
EPA's proposed methane pollution standards are reasonable and they are already in use across 
the oil and gas industry. We believe the proposed methane pollution standards are necessary, and 
on a 20-year time scale methane appears to be 60 times -- 86 times more powerful than carbon 
dioxide. 

The oil and gas industry is the largest industrial source of methane pollution. In 2013, the 
industry emitted over 7.3 million metric tons of methane. From a standpoint of climate 
disruption, that's equivalent to carbon dioxide emissions of over 160 coal-burning power plants. 
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For more than 20 years the oil and gas industry has been allowed to vent, flare, and leak methane 
without oversight, and it is in the interest of public health that the new rule-making should be 
improved and implemented quickly. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: More than four million people in our state live in areas where ozone levels exceed 
national clean air standards. The technology to get this done is available, and unfortunately, 
voluntarily compliance doesn't work, as demonstrated here in Pennsylvania where less than two 
percent of the 450 natural gas producers have implemented the EPA's voluntary Natural Gas 
STAR Program. 

While we encourage broad support for the proposed rule, we also encourage the EPA to double 
down on efforts to promote and support non-fossil fuels energy sources, since escalating climate 
disruption must be stopped while it is still possible to accomplish that. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 8 

Comment: We support the EPA's work in reducing methane and volatile organic compounds 
across the spectrum of the natural gas infrastructure. We realize that the EPA's objective is one 
of improving the environment, but we'd like to point out that many times there is a nexus 
between environmental protection and public and worker safety. Reducing methane leaks across 
the stream, both upstream and downstream can produce a double benefit. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: We applaud the EPA for proposing a common sense standard to curb methane 
emission from the oil and gas industry. The proposed standards will generate significant public 
health benefits and represent an important step in addressing climate pollution, as well as 
protecting the health and safety of communities and workers. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 17 

Comment: Third, to reduce harmful pollution and avoid waste, EPA must ensure that oil and gas 
companies use or bring to market captured gas instead of flaring it. In almost all cases, oil and 
gas companies can utilize the gas instead of flaring it if they properly plan and design their 
equipment. 

EPA must specify that the use of flares should be permitted only in exceptional situations where 
it is genuinely infeasible. By expanding the scope of the proposed standards, strengthening the 
leak detection and repair requirements, and doing more to reduce flaring, EPA can both 
maximize the emission reductions from the fuel and build a robust foundation for much-needed 
existing storage standards as the next step. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 19 
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Comment: Ultimately, we must transition swiftly to clean, renewable energy sources that we 
know can reduce pollution. The Administration must adopt strong safeguards. Thank you again 
for this opportunity to testify. I urge EPA to swiftly finalize these standards. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 21 

Comment: And we're here today to convey the broad public support for regulating the oil and 
gas industry to begin to reduce the harm of the pollution from the industry that imposes on the 
communities and landscapes around the country. 

More than 15 million Americans live within one mile of an oil and gas well, and more than 1.2 
million Pennsylvanians live within half a mile of a well, a fate which has been shown to increase 
hospitalization rates, incidents of low-birth weights in babies, respiratory and skin disorders, and 
cardiovascular disease. And while nothing can make oil and gas extraction entirely safe, these 
rules are an important first step in beginning to reduce the pollution from that industry. 

And in addition to protecting communities living with the burden of pollution in the oil and gas 
industry, these rules can help forestall the worst impacts of climate change. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 27 

Comment: And, finally, we'd just like to say thank you for moving forward with these important 
standards. We very much appreciate the steps the administration is taking to reduce pollution and 
combat climate change, and we look forward to working with you to implement them. Thank 
you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

15-152 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00152 



Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 30 

Comment: Tom Radecki. I'm a retired physician from Clarion, Pennsylvania. There have been 
many speakers -- I'm sure there will be many speakers that will speak more precisely to your 
rules, but I can ensure you there are many leaks out there. When I go hiking in the forest of 
Pennsylvania, I smell the same leaks year after year after year. The state does a very poor job. 
They certainly don't inform the common citizen where to report these things, and, obviously, 
they're not doing anything to fix them. The -- I would like to point out the social cost of carbon 
that the EPA uses is far below the impact it's going to have in our society. 

At Stanford, researchers have estimated very conservatively that the social cost of carbon is $221 
a ton. I would say more realistically it's somewhere between $500-$1,000 a ton. Global warming 
is coming fast. It's going to be much worse than people think. This year is blowing things away. 
Of course, we're just getting started. It's going to get much, much worse. 

Natural gas is certainly not a bridge to action. It's a bridge to hell. It's 25 times more polluting 
than wind energy, 10 times more polluting than solar energy. A lot of the natural gas facilities 
are going to end up being stranded assets because Americans just aren't going to take what's 
coming. You know, denial is only going to last so long. And some myth that this is a great 
employer in the United States. 

Right now, of course, there's huge layoffs in the oil and gas industry, but unemployment in the 
United States is going down. It's not going up. And we're getting the largest solar panel plant in 
the western hemisphere being built in Buffalo, and the largest plant of any type being built out in 
Nevada for batteries. The sea level is estimated to rise conservatively by the IPCC at three feet 
this century, but a better authority suggests that it could rise as much as 10 to 16 feet. 

The last time when we had this much carbon dioxide in the air 55 million years ago during the 
Pleistocene era, it was 12 degrees warmer and the sea levels were 55 feet higher. 

The National Center for Atmospheric Research out in Boulder projects that the Midwest and 
United States by the end of this century will be a desert from the Indiana border out to the Pacific 
Coast. It's going to be desert. The South, except for Florida is going to be desert. And, of course, 
the southern half of Florida is going to be underwater. We're not going to have droughts in 
farmlands in the United States, but it's going to happen around the world. 

We're going to have serious food shortages. The heat index is going to wake up Americans for 
sure. In just 2030, that's not very far away, 60 percent of the U.S. cities will have more danger 

15-153 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00153 



days in the heat index over 105 degrees Fahrenheit than Phoenix, Arizona. By 2050, Syracuse 
and Portland, Maine will have 60 danger days per year. 

Right now, Phoenix only has 25, and there's going to be twice that in Phoenix. 

There are many cities that are going to be much worse than Syracuse. The IPCC has always 
underestimated the seriousness of global warming. They have to get approval of every country in 
the world before they can put out anything. The current models for global warming don't even 
take into account the methane that's going to be -- and carbon dioxide that's going to be released 
by melting permafrost, but we know the melting rates of permafrost are higher than ever. 

It's projected-- it's possible that billions of human beings could die this century, and even worse 
next century. 

Primarily, I think there's going to be starvation, because it's not just the farmlands in the United 
States that are going to tum to desert, it's going to happen in Central America, in Australia, in the 
Middle East, in Southern Europe, and on and on and on. Things are much worse than they think. 
It's been estimated that for every 150 tons of carbon dioxide that we emit now, one human life is 
going to be lost this century. 

The goal should be to leave it in the ground and any regulations right now should be as strict as 
possible. Thank you very much. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 32 

Comment: I would like to thank the EPA for holding these public hearings, and I would like to 
commend you for the progress that you've made since 2012 in inventorying methane emissions 
nationally from the bottom up and monitoring them from the top down, and for devising 
programs that should help to reduce free methane in the atmosphere. 

And for your leadership, particularly in the international community helping other nations to 
inventory and reduce methane emissions through programs such as the CCAC Municipal Waste 
Initiative, the Agricultural Initiative, Oil and Gas Methane Partnership, and the Global Methane 
Initiative. 
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And thank you very much. I mean, I actually read the documents so that I could see what 
happened and I have been impressed with what's been going on. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 35 

Comment: My name is Patricia Jacobson. I am from Wheeling, West Virginia. And I'm with a 
group called FaCT-OV. Capital F, small A, capital C-T-OV. The OV standing for Ohio Valley 
and it's faith and communities together. I'm here to say that stronger air emissions rules could -
they can't come too soon. The people in my area are already suffering from various allergies and 
things, but just on Friday, I believe, I interviewed a woman from West Virginia, who has some 
severe health concerns. And she feels that it's related to the two gas wells and the compressor 
station that are within just a couple of miles of her home. One of the gas wells is less than a mile, 
the other one is probably, I don't know, a mile or two, and the compressor station is possibly 
three or four miles. 

Because of the terrain of West Virginia in that area, the way the hills are, it's really hard to 
predict where the air emissions go from a well and the compressor station, but they are in the 
predominant wind, the prevailing wind does come from the direction of the well towards their 
home. And this woman has had in-- I think she said the drilling started in 2003. In early 2004, 
she got a full body rash. She had terrible migraines. She could -- she had aches and pains all over 
her body and she didn't know what it was. She went to the doctor's and-- but in two months, she 
was so sick that the doctor recommended that she stop working. 

She was managing a bank in Shadyside, Ohio, but he recommended that she stop working. And 
she struggled through several events where she had to go to the emergency room twice. One time 
they sent her home. The other two times they hospitalized her. She says that she did have 
Epstein-Barr disease when she was much younger when she had her first child. She's now 
retired. Her husband's retired. She's sort of involuntarily retired. So she thinks that may have 
some connection as to why she was so susceptible to the air emissions. Both people went to the 
Southwest Pennsylvania Environmental Health Project and were tested and examined, but they 
couldn't get more help from them because they live in West Virginia. 

They notice -- many mornings they notice and their neighbors notice stuff on their cars, their 
lawn, their patio or their deck. They said it looks sort of like whitish flakes and sometimes it's 
sort of a powdery substance. They have seen clouds of stuff going up a little higher on the hill, 
they have seen clouds of stuff coming from the direction of the gas well and from the compressor 
station. And they described the gas well stuff-- I mean, from the direction of the gas well they 
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described it as being a cloud that looked like it was on fire. From the compressor station, they 
just described it as a dark clouds. 

I have a-- I have a CD ofher --of the interview that I did with her because I recorded the 
interview, an audio recording if you would like to have it. Otherwise, I have a written 
documentation of what I wrote down from the interview. 

But I just can say that I'm very concerned about the air emissions from the gas drilling and also 
from, certainly, the compressor stations because I understand that sometimes the compressor 
stations are worse than what comes off of those gas wells. And so the sooner we get some -
some kind of emission standards that are stronger, the better. I'm also aware that there's the issue 
of climate change in the greenhouse gases, and so for that reason, I certainly support stronger 
rules and only wish that it could apply to wells that are already in place. So ... 

Okay. And I have one more thing that is probably unrelated, but it is-- WVU, West Virginia 
University did a report on air in 2013, certainly not from this particular well as far as I know, and 
I have the report on the disc. It's 70 pages on paper, so ... 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 36 

Comment: My name is Sister Janette Bosman, and I'm grateful to be able to join you here today. 
I'm a Sister of St. Joseph from Baden, Pennsylvania, and as a Catholic sister, I represent not only 
the sisters here in the local area, but also we have the sisters in 54 countries, which helps us to be 
much more aware of the global issues that affect us today. Our common mission is one with all 
of creation, and so it's grounded in the commitment both for social and environmental concerns 
in our world today. We see them as not being able to be separated and are interdependent of one 
another. 

Climate concerns pose one of the most principal challenges facing our humanity today. 

I want to start with a question, and I do this sometimes when I give talks. How many people are 
in your community? And as many people, we kind of sit and click numbers. And the answer of 
the fact of it is, is that we inhabit this earth with seven -plus billion people, and so inhabiting the 
earth at this moment and in every single one of us, it depends of the life, one with the other. And 
that's the bottom line. What we do to our air and our water, what we do to our land and wildlife, 
what we do to our economy to one another, we do to our entire world. Every person is our 
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neighbor, and even more importantly, every one of us has a responsibility to make a difference in 
that regard. 

This past week, one man made a difference in the United States. Our nation experienced a visit 
from Pope Francis. His message regarding the climate issue is reflected in the title of his 
encyclical, "On Care of Our Common Home." It's an excellent encyclical. He reminded us of the 
enormous responsibility and blessings that we have as a nation, and also repeated this touchstone 
phrase in his talks, what God made, human beings must protect. 

Set aside as you wish the fact that the Pope is the Pope, and also know that he's a chemist. He 
was a chemist. And he writes "Today's problems call for a vision capable of taking into account 
every aspect of global crisis. The need to develop policies so that in the next few years the 
emissions of carbon dioxide and other highly polluting gases can be drastically reduced, 
substituting for fossil fuels and developing sources of renewable energy". We are swords of this 
world, the city, your neighborhood. And at this time in history, we must take this responsibility 
extremely seriously. We are stewards of the air, the environment of earth. And as I speak here, I 
speak with an urgency because we are the stewards of this for the children to come. The 
generations of children to come after us. Your grandchildren, your great-grandchildren. 

Native American ancestors had a principle that they knew of and they called it the seven 
generation assisting ability. The decisions made now to benefit earth and its people must benefit 
people for seven generations to come. "We are looking ahead," one of the chiefs said, "To make 
sure that every decision made relates to the welfare and the well-being of the seventh generation 
to come in our world." 

What about the seventh generation? But more importantly, what about the second and the third 
generation? 

We, now, must be the legacy to keep the earth safe for all of them. This is our home. We were all 
neighbors. What God has made, we must protect. You can make a difference. I can make a 
difference. We must believe it. And we must decide for the common good. Seven-plgs billion 
people are depending on us. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 38 

Comment: Reducing emissions of the air pollutants, including methane, that are causing climate 
change is one ofNRDC's top priorities. NRDC strongly supports the control of methane 
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emissions from the oil and gas sector, and, therefore, strongly supports the action the EPA is 
taking now to control methane from new and modified oil and gas sources. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 45 

Comment: Before I started with NRDC this spring, I worked for four years for PennFuture, a 
Pennsylvania NGO, on a range of gas production issues in Pennsylvania. From storm water to 
waste water to compressor station emissions to state forest conversation, the Commonwealth and 
the U.S. generally face a host of environmental and health threats from oil and gas production 
activities, which is why we must move as quickly as we can to a cleaner future based on zero 
carbon-emitting fuels like the wind and the sun. 

In the meantime some environmental problems in the oil and gas sector are easier to fix than 
others. Methane leaks are among the easiest, not only due to -- because technology exists to fix 
them, but also because the controls pay for themselves. All that's needed for the industry to 
control it adequately is a thumb on the scales. With some strengthening, the EPA's proposed 
controls will be that thumb. Thank you very much. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 47 

Comment: Four years ago, we testified before EPA on the New Source Performance Standards 
for the oil and natural gas sector and recommended that EPA set standards for the reduction of 
methane, regulating it directly, and not merely as a consequence of reductions ofVOCs. And 
today we are pleased that the Agency is taking the first steps in requiring those long-awaited 
standards, demonstrated controls that are practical, cost-effective, and already employed in much 
of the industry. And by way of context, the American Lung Association believes that protection 
oflung health and a sound U.S. energy policy are compatible goals. Our work and principles call 
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for the implementation of effective air quality programs and standards, transitioning to a cleaner 
air in the future with a commitment to promote environmental justice. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 54 

Comment: And, finally, we emphasize that the population's potentially at risk from exposure to 
such air pollution as may result from oil and gas operations are not a small minority of 
particularly sensitive persons, but indeed far from being a small minority of persons falling into 
one or more of the high-risk groups together compromise more than half the population. And 
even more important to remember, every one of these millions is a real person, not a nameless 
statistic. Every one of these people is a human being worthy of our attention. A neighbor, a co
worker, a friend, a family member, and maybe even yourself Thank you. 

In response to a question whether the comments were addressing the New Source Performance 
Standards and as well as the Source Determination Rule the commenter said that's correct. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 56 

Comment: So I just want to say that I really appreciate the EPA taking this important first step 
to control methane emissions for oil and gas resources, especially since the industry emitted over 
7.3 million metric tons of methane in 2013. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
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11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 59 

Comment: My name is James Stephen Cleghorn. I'm from Punxsutawney, Pennsylvania. And 
for most of the last decade, I've been an organic farmer, raising organic vegetables and goat 
products. I concur with everything I've just heard from the three previous speakers. I guess what 
I'm here to say is that this is way too little, too late. As nice as it is, it's way too little, too late. 

So what I'd ask you guys to take back to Washington is speed it up a little bit. Speed it up a great 
deal. It's ridiculous that this is the first ever methane controls for the oil and gas industry 
proposed by the EPA. We just heard the American Lung Association tell us that 40 years we 
have been asking for this. Right now, we have health studies going on across the state of 
Pennsylvania that show that people are getting sick right now. Right now, every day people are 
probably dying. We have a governor who is shying away from doing a comprehensive healthcare 
study when the data is out there to do it, because he just might find out that this industry is too 
dangerous to let continue whatsoever, much less regulate better. 

So what I'm saying is that, you know, these are good standards, but the fact that they're applying 
to only new infrastructure 10 years out from now, we don't have that kind of time. We're talking 
about methane making a substantial contribution to climate change. Climate change is barreling 
down on us like a nmway train, and we're going to dither around and wait another 10 years to 
control this industry. This industry has been coddled by the United States government both 
administrations, for the last 50 years, and it's time to stop that. 

We have 17 counties across the state where 43 days out of the year people can't breathe decent 
air. That's ridiculous. Ifl could do a call and response with you guys-- I know EPA bureaucrats 
don't do a call and response, but that's okay. Let's just imagine that. And I love bureaucrats. I 
love what you're trying to do. But I'm thinking of 50 years ago, Martin Luther King on the steps 
of the capital in Montgomery, right on the verge of ending the suppression of the vote of 
African-Americans, right on the verge of getting voting rights. And he said, "How Long, not 
Long." When it comes to my thinking about what's happening with these proposed set of rules, 
what's happening in general with our slow pace of getting off fossil fuels, and I ask the question, 
"When will we end the fossil fuel era and convert to sustainable renewable energy?" The answer 
I get is "Too long, much too long." So ifl say, "How long," you say, "Too long." You don't have 
to do that. I know. But I want you to feel it a little bit. You know, it's like voluntary controls 
don't work. We've got 450 gas producers here in the state of Pennsylvania. Only 10 of them are 
working with your voluntary rules. I would make one specific suggestion, since the answer to the 
question "How long," no matter what the question is having to do with, regulating this industry, 
mitigating it or whatever the answer is always "Too long." 

Go back to the drawing board on this, and at the very least, give us a five-year timeline. A five
year timeline. Would that be so hard to do? Industry is going to come in here and squawk about a 
ten-year timeline for doing it right, but for the people living in the midst of these gas fields, give 
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us a five-year timeline. I think you actually can do that. I think you can go back to Washington 
and make that happen, and I'd really appreciate it if you tried. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 62 

Comment: I strongly support EPA's proposal to regulate methane as the serious pollutant that it 
is and the second-most common greenhouse gas in our atmosphere after carbon dioxide. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 67 

Comment: The Administration is doing the right thing proposing standards to limit emissions 
designed to help reach an economy-wide 45 percent reduction by 2015. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 70 

Comment: The BlueGreen Alliance thanks the EPA and the administration for their efforts and 
leadership to curb methane emissions. Doing so is vital to addressing both climate change and 
creating good jobs for American workers. Thank you. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 73 

Comment: The MSC supports strong, consistent, and predictable environmental standards, and 
to protect our natural resources and communities while enabling the safe and responsible 
development of our nation's indigenous energy resources. The MSC and its member companies 
have a long history of working collaboratively and constructively with local, state, and federal 
regulators and policymakers to adopt and implement strong yet sensible regulations, and we look 
forward to continuing the engagement when the EPA considers these rulemakings. Natural gas 
producers have a vested interest in reducing and minimizing methane leaks from production 
sites. After all, methane is a primary constituent of natural gas, which is being produced and 
transported to market. It makes strong financial sense to ensure that the product, which an 
operator has spent millions of dollars to safely extract is not lost. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 80 

Comment: The proposed rules are a step in the right direction towards controlling the air 
impacts from a sprawling industry, especially here in Western Pennsylvania. By taking the 
second option for source determination and narrowing the extension to the NSPS rule can ensure 
better accountability, transparency, and above all, health for the nearby committees. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 81 

Comment: My name is Cathy Lodge and I am from Robinson Township, Washington County. 
Unfortunately, my community is part of ground zero for the oil and gas rush of Western 
Pennsylvania. I'm here today to speak in support ofEPA's recently proposed methane pollution 
standards for the oil and gas industry and the redefining of what constitutes single source 
pollution. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2. 
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15.2 Requests for Regulation of Additional Sources or Pollutants 

Commenter Name: Karen Sjoberg, Chairperson 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizens for Clean Air (CCA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: In addition, the EPA should further strengthen the proposal by developing final 
methane and associated pollutant standards for storage vessels, liquids unloading events, 
intermittent-bleed pneumatic controllers, and compressors at well sites, which were omitted. 

Response: In this rulemaking, the EPA did not propose GHG standards for storage vessels 
because we determined that regulation of methane from storage vessels was not cost-effective 
given our current information. The EPA also did not propose GHG and VOC standards for 
liquids unloading, intermittent-bleed controllers, or dehydrators. The EPA plans to seek 
additional information on these sources via an information collection request. See chapter 9 of 
this document and section V.I of the preamble to the final rule for more information regarding 
liquids unloading. See section VIII.C.2 of the preamble to the final rule for our rationale for not 
setting standards for compressors at well sites. See section III.E of the preamble to the final rule 
for further information regarding the upcoming information collection effort. 

Commenter Name: Bill Thompson, Chairman 
Commenter Affiliation: National Tribal Air Association (NTAA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6705 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: The Proposed Rule omits from coverage under the Proposed Rule several key pieces 
of equipment. Such equipment includes reciprocating compressors at well sites; liquids unload 
operations; pneumatic controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis; and storage 
vessels, covered only under existing VOC regulatory standards. Each of these pieces of 
equipment emits methane to varying degrees, and in the aggregate, could have significant 
impacts to the health and environments of Tribal communities. 

The NTAA finds it more appropriate, and recommends specifically, that emissions standards be 
established under the Proposed Rule for each of the pieces of equipment identified herein in 
order to maximize the reduction ofVOC and methane emissions from new and modified oil and 
natural gas facilities (and existing facilities if the Proposed Rule is modified to include them as 
well). 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 
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Commenter Name: Emily E. Krafjack 
Commenter Affiliation: Connection for Oil, Gas and Environment in the Northern Tier, Inc., 
(C.O.G.E.N.T) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6787 
Comment Excerpt Number: 58 

Comment: The rulemaking includes many proposals that will improve operations in regards to 
fugitives, harmful VOCs and potent methane. Despite that, still there remains several items of 
interest to us that have been omitted from the proposal we recommend be included. We 
recommend the inclusion of storage vessels, which were covered under VOC standards but are 
not included in the methane proposal. Additionally, incorporating pneumatic controllers that 
operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis; compressor engines and dehydrators at well sites 
is necessary. While on an individual basis these may be concerned minimally, still every multi
well pad may have one dehydrator per well, practically across the board, thus a nine-well pad 
will have 9 dehydrators all exempt from regulation. And, the same goes for virtually every well 
pad. Additionally, low producing wells may result with compressor engines on site, and as well 
production decreases, we expect compressor engines on most well sites. And finally, releases do 
occur from pneumatic controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis throughout 
the year. On each well pad equipment is emitting and excluded; there is an accumulation of 
harmful VOCs and potent methane that is not being considered. Thus, it is very short sighted to 
exclude this equipment from the rulemaking; we recommend that provisions are added to include 
storage vessels, which were covered under VOC standards but are not included in the methane 
proposal; pneumatic controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis; well site 
compressor engines and well site dehydrators. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Roy Rusty Bennett 
Commenter Affiliation: Mehoopany Creek Watershed 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6816 
Comment Excerpt Number: 14 

Comment: We recommend the inclusion of storage vessels, which were covered under VOC 
standards but are not included in the methane proposal. Additionally, incorporating pneumatic 
controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis; compressor engines and 
dehydrators at well sites is necessary. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: National Wildlife Federation et al. 
Commenter Affiliation: National Wildlife Federation et al. 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6817 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: The signatories of this letter support EPA's rule and offer suggestions to strengthen 
the rule, as detailed below. 

In order to strengthen the EPA methane rule to address methane and health -damaging air 
pollutant emissions from oil and gas development and distribution activities, we recommend the 
following improvements to the rule: 

• Expand the scope to include additional important emissions sources (e.g., liquids 
unloading operations, storage vessels, compressors at well sites, etc.). 

• Structure the standards to mandate a frequency of repairing leaks so that operators will be 
more often inspect every site for leaks. 

• Ensure that oil and gas companies use or sell gas captured by the technologies the 
standards require, instead of flaring it. 

• Move quickly to expand the EPA methane rule to cover existing oil and gas 
infrastructure. 

Response: Regarding the comment that the EPA expand the scope of the final rule to include 
additional sources, see response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. Regarding 
the comment on the frequency ofleak inspections, see sections V.G, VI.F.l.a and VI.F.2.a of the 
preamble to the final rule for more information. Regarding the comment on flaring, see response 
to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. Regarding the comment on existing 
sources, see response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Patricia Karr Seabrook 
Commenter Affiliation: Miller/Howard Investments, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6818 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: We are concerned about all aspects of sustainability for the energy sector, but are 
especially concerned about methane as it is such a powerful climate change forcer. As long-term 
investors, we are deeply concerned about the impact of climate change on the economy as a 
whole, on the companies in which we are invested, and on communities across the world that 
will bear the impacts of climate change. In our company engagements, we have consistently 
raised the need for methane and VOC leak reduction and repair, as well as meaningful 
engagements with community representatives, to address the social and environmental impacts 
from industry activity. We strongly support EPA's proposed standards to cut methane pollution 
from new and modified oil and gas sources, and hope regulation of existing infrastructure will 
follow. 

Investors are encouraged that EPA has proposed: 
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1. Broadly applicable methane leak detection and repair requirements 
2. Methane emission standards for most of the same sources included in the 2012 standards 

for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
3. Extended regulations to downstream sources (in the transmission and storage segment) 
4. Limits on venting gas during oil well completions. 

We would like to suggest several ways to strengthen the proposal: 

1. We are concerned that the EPA continues to use an outdated global warming potential for 
methane of25x C02. In 2013, the IPCC increased the GWP of methane from 72x to 86x 
over a 20-year timescale, and from 25x to 34x over a 100-year time horizon. Given that 
we are approaching real, irreversible tipping points in the climate system, climate studies 
should, at the very least, include analyses that use this 20-year time horizon. 

2. We would like to see a performance standard developed for several pieces of equipment 
that are associated with significant methane emissions, but that have not been included in 
the proposed mle. These include: 

o Liquids unloading operations; 
o Pneumatic controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis 
o Compressors at well sites 
o Storage vessels 

It is our understanding that low-cost controls are available for each of these, and we hope the 
final mle will both develop performance standards for this equipment, and allow flexibility in 
what technology is to be used, to encourage development of effective, low-cost monitoring 
equipment. 

Response: The EPA has reviewed the suggestion to use the IPCC AR5 GWPs, but has 
determined that the benefits of comparability and consistency with other international and 
domestic inventories support the continued use of AR4 GWPs at this time. Regarding the 
comment that the EPA expand the scope of the final mle to include additional sources, see 
response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Robert M. Gould 
Commenter Affiliation: San Francisco Bay Area Physicians for Social Responsibility (SF Bay 
PSR) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6819 
Comment Excerpt Number: 7 

Comment: Expand the scope of the standards to incorporate key pieces of equipment and 
practices including: liquids unloading operations; pneumatic controllers that operate on an 
intermittent or snap-acting basis; compressors at well sites, and storage vessels; 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

15-167 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00167 



Commenter Name: Colleen Cooley 
Commenter Affiliation: Dine Citizens Against Ruining Our Environment 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6883 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: On the other hand, EPA should consider strengthening the proposed standards by: 

1. Expanding the scope of the standards. The agency has omitted several key pieces of 
equipment and practices from its proposed methane standards: 

• Liquids unloading operations; 

• Pneumatic controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis; 

• Compressors at well sites; and 

• Storage vessels 

These sources are associated with significant methane emissions, and low cost controls exist for 
all of them. EPA must therefore cover them in the final rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: J. Jared Snyder 
Commenter Affiliation: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6894 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: The DEC recommends that EPA continue to research other sources of emissions 
from the oil and natural gas sector. For example, EPA should evaluate sources such as amine 
units, pigging operations, the storage of produced water and compressor blowdowns. It should be 
acknowledged that pigging operations and compressor units are operated and maintained by local 
distribution companies as well as those engaged in the production, storage and transmission of 
natural gas, and therefore New York State recommends that best-cost options for limiting 
methane emissions from these activities should be considered, and consideration of alternatives 
that have less ratepayer impact should be given high priority. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6800, Excerpt 17. 
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Commenter Name: Henry Robertson, Energy Chair I Staff Attorney 
Commenter Affiliation: Missouri Sierra Club I Great Rivers Environmental Law Center 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6913 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: The rule should also address sources not covered by the 2012 VOC NSPS, including 
compressors at well sites, intermittent pneumatic controllers, and storage vessels. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Richard Eidlin, Vice President, Policy and Campaigns 
Commenter Affiliation: American Sustainable Business Council (ASBC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6916 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: The proposed revision of the 2012 NSPS takes great first strides in reducing methane 
emissions, but EPA could go further by taking the following steps to strengthen the proposed 
rule. We encourage EPA to expand the scope of the standards to cover all sources associated 
with significant methane emissions. These additional sources include additional pieces of 
equipment and practices like liquids unloading operations, pneumatic controllers that operate on 
an intermittent of snap-acting basis, compressors at well sites, and storage vessels. Low cost 
controls exist for all of these sources and, therefore, EPA must cover them in the final rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Stuart A. Clark and Ursula Nelson, Co-President 
Commenter Affiliation: National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6932 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: Though the proposal covers a number of sources across the oil and natural gas sector, 
NACAA recommends that EPA expand the NSPS to include methane and VOC emissions from 
additional equipment and activities, particularly liquids unloading activities ... The proposed 
NSPS also omits other activities and equipment recognized by states as important sources of 
VOC and/or methane emissions. These include, among others, amine units, pigging operations 
and the storage of produced water. Including performance standards for these additional 
equipment and activities would enhance the environmental benefits of the proposed rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6800, Excerpt 17. 
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Commenter Name: Richard W. Corey, Executive Officer 
Commenter Affiliation: California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6942 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: The recent, and ongoing, well failure at the Aliso Canyon underground natural gas 
storage facility has raised concerns about the potential for large methane releases from these 
types of facilities. In addition to requiring regular leak checks of components found at facilities, 
we will be developing and proposing additional provisions unique to underground natural gas 
storage facilities and may consider mitigation for large methane releases. Our preliminary 
estimate of emissions from this incident are 0.80 million metric tonnes of carbon dioxide 
equivalent for the first 28 days. Given the potential for emissions, we encourage U.S. EPA to 
consider additional provisions specific to underground natural gas storage as well. 

Response: In the preamble to the 2011 proposed rule, the EPA clarified that the source category 
includes underground storage facilities: "In addition to the pipelines and compressor stations, the 
natural gas transmission segment includes underground storage facilities. Underground natural 
gas storage includes subsurface storage, which typically consists of depleted gas or oil reservoirs 
and salt dome caverns used for storing natural gas." (76 FR 52744, August 23, 2011). Note that 
this rule does not cover the Aliso Canyon facility, as it's an existing source and inside the city 
gate. 

The also EPA recently joined the Department of Energy and other federal agencies to launch the 
Interagency Task Force on Natural Gas Storage Safety. This task force will provide support to 
states and industry to ensure the safety of natural gas storage facilities across the country and to 
prevent another incident like Aliso Canyon. The task force's efforts are focused on protecting 
public health and safety and making progress in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

Commenter Name: Richard W. Corey, Executive Officer 
Commenter Affiliation: California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6942 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: We view these proposed regulatory initiatives as important first steps, but are 
concerned that U.S. EPA's approach leaves too many large oil and gas-related sources of 
methane unregulated. 

ARB urges U.S. EPA to consider expanding the current rule to minimize emissions from the 
transmission and distribution system. While there are varying estimates quantifying the 
significance of leaks from this sector, recent studies indicate emissions from this sector can be 
reduced significantly through implementation of pipeline replacement programs, particularly for 
older pipelines. Additionally, reductions from compressor stations and pneumatics, as well as 
improved leak surveys, can cost-effectively reduce emissions. These programs may be critical in 
reducing emissions from distribution systems, particularly in cities with aging infrastructure. 
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Response: See sections V.B, V.C, V.D, V.E and V.G of the preamble to the final rule for more 
information regarding this issue. 

Commenter Name: Stuart A. Clark, (Washington), Co-President and Ursula Nelson, (Pima 
County, AZ), Co-President 
Commenter Affiliation: National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6961 
Comment Excerpt Number: 10 

Comment: The proposed NSPS also omits other activities and equipment recognized by states 
as important sources ofVOC and/or methane emissions. These include, among others, amine 
units, pigging operations and the storage of produced water. Including performance standards for 
these additional equipment and activities would enhance the environmental benefits of the 
proposed rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6800, Excerpt 17. 

Commenter Name: Robert LeResche, Chair 
Commenter Affiliation: Western Organization ofResource Councils (WORC) et al. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6962 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: The proposed rule omits several key pieces of equipment that emit significant 
amounts of methane and other harmful air pollutants. These include storage vessels, liquids 
unloading operations, pneumatic controllers, and compressors at well sites. 

Storage vessels have been a major emitter of methane as well as volatile organic compounds. A 
recent study from the American Chemical Society, an industry trade group, found that 20 percent 
of storage vessels at transmission facilities were venting a "significant" amount of methane. 

Controls related to some pneumatic devices are included in the proposed rules. We support the 
inclusion of constant bleed pneumatic devices; however we also urge EPA to include other 
pneumatic devices that emit methane, such as those with intermittent bleed. 

Liquids unloading operations should also be included in the final rules. According to Conoco 
Phillips, liquids unloading and pneumatic devices are the two largest contributors of methane 
emissions from oil and gas operations. It is therefore important that EPA include these operations 
in its rule. Practically speaking, there are no barriers to regulating emissions from this source as 
there are simple solutions that can reduce the amount of venting during liquids unloading. One is 
to require the use of plunger lifts. Although many industry experts agree that plunger lifts are an 
easy and necessary solution, the American Petroleum Institute, an industry trade group, found 
that as recently as 2012 only 36 percent of gas wells were equipped with plunger lifts. It is clear 
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that rules are required to achieve modernization of industry operations and reduce harmful 
methane emissions by facilitating the use of practical and cost-effective best practices. We urge 
EPA to require oil and gas operators to install best available control technologies, which include 
plunger lifts, on all new and modified oil and gas wells for liquids unloading operations. 

Compressor stations at well sites are also omitted from the draft rules. Though we are pleased to 
see that compressor stations are included outside of well sites, a number of smaller compressor 
stations (often referred to as gathering compressors) are located at well sites because it is 
advantageous to compress the gas on-site. The primary difference between gathering 
compressors and standard compressor stations is size. Gathering compressors also emit both 
methane and VOCs, just at a smaller scale than standard compressor stations. We are concerned 
that, if the final rule does not regulate gathering compressors on well-sites, oil and gas 
companies may begin to site more unregulated gathering compressors on well sites when 
possible, which will have a cumulative effect on air quality and climate. Consequently, we urge 
EPA to include smaller gathering compressors located on well-sites in the final rule, and require 
such facilities to meet the same standards as those proposed for compressor stations at 
transmission facilities. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Jennifer Cassel, Staff Attorney 
Commenter Affiliation: Environmental Law & Policy Center 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6994 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: Specifically, as delineated by our colleague Earthworks in their separate comments 
on this proposed rule, the draft rule should be revised to include: 

• Provisions regulating methane from several key pieces of methane-emitting equipment 
that were omitted from the proposal, including: 

o Storage vessels, which were covered under the VOC standards but are not 
included in the methane proposal; 

o Liquids unloading operations; 
o Pneumatic controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis; and 
o Compressors at well sites; 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: J. Jared Snyder, Assistant Commissioner for Air Resources, Climate 
Change Energy 
Commenter Affiliation: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7006 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: The DEC recommends that EPA continue to research other sources of emissions 
from the oil and natural gas sector. For example, EPA should evaluate sources such as amine 
units, pigging operations, the storage of produced water and compressor blowdowns. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6800, Excerpt 17. 

Commenter Name: Nick Lund, Senior Manager, Conservation Programs 
Commenter Affiliation: National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7060 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: Identify and Compel Emission Reductions from Additional Related Equipment: 
Several pieces of equipment were omitted from the proposed rules that NPCA requests EPA 
include in the final rule including: storage vessels; liquids unloading operations; pneumatic 
controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis; and, compressors at well sites. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility (ICCR) 
Commenter Affiliation: Interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility (ICCR) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7068 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: We would like to see a performance standard developed for several pieces of 
equipment that are associated with significant methane emissions, but that have not been 
included in the proposed rule. 

These include: 

a. Liquids unloading operations; 

b. Pneumatic controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis 

c. Compressors at well sites 

d. Storage vessels 

It is our understanding that low-cost controls are available for each of these, and we hope the 
final rule will both develop performance standards for this equipment, and allow flexibility in 
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what technology is to be used, to encourage development of effective, low -cost monitoring 
equipment. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Terry Lansdell, Program Director 
Commenter Affiliation: Clean Air Carolina 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7241 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: I urge you to improve the proposed rules to include: 

Several key pieces of equipment that were omitted from the proposal that emit methane and 
harmful VOCs: 

• Storage vessels, which were covered under the VOC standards but are not included in the 
methane proposal; 

• Liquids unloading operations; 
• Pneumatic controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis; and 
• Compressors at well sites; 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: William C. Allison 
Commenter Affiliation: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6876 
Comment Excerpt Number: 18 

Comment: EPA also did not propose new requirements for sweetening units. Therefore, EPA 
continues to require sweetening units at onshore natural gas processing plants achieve a 
calculated S02 emission reduction. 

The Division has disagreed with the EPA's determinations that amine units do not warrant 
regulation under NSPS 0000 and that amine units should be considered associated equipment 
under MACT HH and MACT HHH, determinations continued under proposed NSPS OOOOa. 
The Division has found that VOC and HAP emissions from amine units are significant enough to 
warrant control to avoid the requirements of the Title V Operating Permit Program, Prevention 
of Significant Deterioration review, or Nonattainment New Source Review. Still vent emissions 
from amine units contain VOC and HAP emissions, which are often routed to regenerative 
thermal oxidizers. Amine units also have very high greenhouse gas emissions, largely in the 
forms of carbon dioxide and methane. The Division, therefore, suggests EPA develop emission 
control requirements to address the emissions from and control options for amine units. The 
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Division previously provided emissions information concerning amine units, and has reattached 
the data (Appendix B) for reference. 

Response: In response to similar comments submitted by the commenter, the EPA noted in the 
Response to Comments document for the 2011 proposed NSPS and NESHAP standards that for 
the NESHAP standards the EPA did not have enough emissions information to move forward 
with developing standards for amine units. As we noted previously, the data provided by the 
commenter only covered a small number of sources in one state. We continue to believe that we 
do not have enough information on VOC emissions from amine units on a nationwide basis to 
develop standards. Concerning whether amine units should be considered associated equipment, 
the NESHAP standards under subparts HH and HHH are beyond the scope of this rulemaking 
action and this document. 

Commenter Name: Camilla Feibelman 
Commenter Affiliation: Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6895 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: Similarly, while the rule covers reciprocal and centrifugal compressors downstream 
of gas wells, it ignores compressors at the wells themselves. Again, in New Mexico with over 
50,000 oil and natural gas wells, controlling emissions from well-site compressors is vitally 
important. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Darin Schroeder, David McCabe, Lesley Fleishman and Conrad Schneider 
Commenter Affiliation: Clean Air Task Force et al. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7062 
Comment Excerpt Number: 103 

Comment: Compressor are likewise a potentially significant source of emissions, and we 
recommend EPA: 

• Apply the centrifugal compressor requirements to compressors located at well sites, given 
more recent data suggesting these emissions are significant. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Darin Schroeder, David McCabe, Lesley Fleishman and Conrad Schneider 
Commenter Affiliation: Clean Air Task Force et al. 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7062 
Comment Excerpt Number: 95 

Comment: EPA has expressly exempted both centrifugal and reciprocating compressors at well
sites from the proposed standards. The agency exempted well-site centrifugal compressors under 
the assertion that "our data indicate that there are no centrifugal compressors in use at well sites." 
80 Fed. Reg. at 56,618. In fact, EPA's own Reporting Program data reveal69 wet-seal 
centrifugal compressors in the Onshore Petroleum and Natural Gas Production segment in 2014, 
including 43 that were reported in 2014 but not in 2013. The only type of Onshore Petroleum and 
Natural Gas Production facilities that reported emissions to the Reporting Program for 2014 or 
previous years are well facilities, so these are centrifugal compressors located at well pads. In 
2014, methane emissions from wet-seal centrifugal compressors at these sites totaled 16,000 
metric tons, according to EPA's Reporting Program data. The agency's bare assertion that there 
are "no" such compressors is plainly contradicted by its own information. The agency must 
therefore cover these sources under its final rule. 

EPA should have relied on updated emission factors to estimate emissions from well-site 
compressors as it did to estimate emissions from gathering sector compressors, or at least 
explained why it failed to rely on updated emissions data to estimate emissions from well-site 
compressors. If it does the latter, EPA must obtain proper, current data on emissions from well
site compressors and move to regulate these sources as soon as possible. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Julie Archer, Project Manager; and David McMahon, J.D., Co-Founder 
Commenter Affiliation: West Virginia Surface Owners' Rights Organization (WVSORO) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7066 
Comment Excerpt Number: 7 

Comment: In addition, we urge you to improve the proposed rules to: Include several key pieces 
of equipment that were omitted from the proposal that emit methane and harmful VOCs: 
Compressors at well sites. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Cyrus Reed, Conservation Director 
Commenter Affiliation: Lone Star Chapter, Sierra Club 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5418 
Comment Excerpt Number: 9 
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Comment: Similarly, while the rule covers reciprocal and centrifugal compressors downstream 
of gas wells, it ignores compressors at the wells themselves. Again, in Texas, with some 15,000 
wells dug per year, controlling emissions from well-site compressors is vitally important. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: T. Bacci 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: We urge the-- you to improve the proposed rules to include: 

• Several key pieces of equipment that were omitted from the proposal that emit methane 
and harmful VOCs: 

o Compressors at well sites; 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: S. Hathaway 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6473 
Comment Excerpt Number: 13 

Comment: We urge you, even knowing that it's futile, to improve the proposed weak rules to 
include: 

• Several key pieces of equipment that were omitted from the proposal that emit methane 
and harmful VOCs: 

o Compressors at well sites; 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Jonas Kron 
Commenter Affiliation: Trillium Asset Management, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6794 
Comment Excerpt Number: 11 

Comment: In particular, we urge the EPA to strengthen the proposal by covering the following 
equipment and practices: Compressors at well sites; 
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Based on our research, we believe that these four areas are linked to meaningful amounts of 
methane emissions. Furthermore, studies strongly suggest that there are low cost controls that 
exist for all areas. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: William C. Allison 
Commenter Affiliation: Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6876 
Comment Excerpt Number: 19 

Comment: The Division suggests that EPA reevaluate the strict exemption of compressors at 
well sites from the compressor requirements. The Division has found that some companies are 
installing compressors at well production facilities, particularly those facilities without storage 
tanks, to more efficiently and swiftly move natural gas within the gathering system. These 
compressors may have significant emissions, which may warrant regulation. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Darin Schroeder, David McCabe, Lesley Fleishman and Conrad Schneider 
Commenter Affiliation: Clean Air Task Force et al. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7062 
Comment Excerpt Number: 96 

Comment: EPA Must Propose Standards for Well-Pad Compressors 

There are also thousands of well-site reciprocating compressors across the nation, and they pose 
a significant source of emissions unless properly controlled. For example, an oil and gas 
emission inventory determined that there are 0.192 compressors per well site in the Eagle 
Ford shale formation, 0.40 per well site in the Fort Worth area, and 0.45 compressors per well 
site in the Western GulfBasin. Once at a well site, these compressors operate nearly 24 hours per 
day. 

However, in the proposed rule, the agency claims that it concluded in the 2012 VOC rule that the 
cost-effectiveness threshold for regulating well-site reciprocating compressors was too high 
at $2,457 annually, or $15,802 per ton, and that its findings have not changed since then. For this 
reason, EPA concluded in the Proposed Rule that the costs of rod-packing replacement at well
site compressors were not reasonable. 

This cost-effectiveness conclusion is arbitrary and based on outdated information. EPA states in 
the Proposed Rule that reciprocating compressors at well sites have "emissions of 0.198 tpy 
methane and 0.055 tpy VOC." The source for this emissions data is provided in EPA's April 
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2014 white paper, "Oil and Natural Gas Sector Compressors," which states that EPA derived the 
data from a 1996 joint study by EPA and the Gas Research Institute (GRI). The GRI/EPA study 
data that EPA used for well-site compressors, however, is actually based on the component 
emission factor (expressed in MScf/component-yr) for "Compressor Seals" for thirteen 
"Gathering Compressors" from 1993 and 1995 studies. The reported emissions factor (0.271 seth 
per cylinder) is extremely low. Consider that, as noted above, EPA reports that "Under the best 
conditions" newly installed rod packing can be expected to emit 11.5 seth per cylinder. EPA's 
continued reliance on this outdated gathering compressor emissions information to estimate 
emissions from well-site compressors is arbitrary in light of the agency's use of a more recent 
2006 study to estimate emissions from gathering compressors, while continuing to use the 
outdated emissions factor, originally based on gathering compressors, for well pad compressors. 
Per the 2006 study, EPA estimates gathering compressor emissions are "12.3 tpy methane and 
3.42 tpy VOCs," and based on these estimates EPA determines the cost of regulating gathering 
compressors is reasonable. Note that the updated emissions factor for "gathering and boosting 
compressors," 12.3 tpy, is about two orders of magnitude higher than the older emission factor 
for "gathering compressors," 0.198 seth, which EPA is arbitrarily using as a proxy for well pad 
compressors. Clearly this older emissions factor is not appropriate for well pad compressors. 

EPA should have relied on updated emission factors to estimate emissions from well-site 
compressors as it did to estimate emissions from gathering sector compressors, or at least 
explained why it failed to rely on updated emissions data to estimate emissions from well-site 
compressors. If it does the latter, EPA must obtain proper, current data on emissions from well
site compressors and move to regulate these sources as soon as possible. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Erik Schlenker-Goodrich 
Commenter Affiliation: Western Environmental Law Center (WELC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6871 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: The mles also exempt compressors at natural gas sites "because these compressors 
are typically small and low emitting." We believe that this exemption ignores the potentially 
large number of compressors that may need to be installed at modified well sites and which 
could constitute a major source of methane emissions, particularly as shale gas reservoirs and 
well pressures decline over time. 

The exemption for well-site compressors also ties in to the proposed green completion exception 
for low-pressure oil wells. The proper remedy for low-pressure wells is not exemption from the 
mles but rather owner/operator installation of well-site compression. 

Low cost control technologies are readily-available to eliminate methane emissions from smaller, 
well-site compressors, including replacement of wet seals with dry seals and regular rod packing 
maintenance. Therefore, EPA should include well-site compressors under the mles. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Seth B. C. Shonkoff, Executive Director, Jake Hays, Director, 
Environmental Health Program and Renee L. Santoro Director, Energy Environment Program, 
Commenter Affiliation: PSE Healthy Energy 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6951 
Comment Excerpt Number: 11 

Comment: Compressors at well sites are currently excluded from the draft version of the EPA 
methane rule. While these emission sources are not thought to be super-emitters compared to 
some other pieces of infrastructure, they are known to be associated with methane and VOC 
emissions. Moreover, oil and gas development in natural gas liquid-rich and "wet" plays may be 
associated with more elevated VOC and hazardous air pollutant emissions than oil and gas 
development in dry gas plays. As such, well site compressor stations should be under the rule 
and also be subject to LDAR oversight to ensure that ongoing and spiking emissions of 
associated VOCs and other health-damaging air pollutants are not emitted near human 
populations. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Cyrus Reed, Conservation Director 
Commenter Affiliation: Lone Star Chapter, Sierra Club 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5418 
Comment Excerpt Number: 10 

Comment: We further urge EPA to cover intermittent or snap-acting pneumatic controllers
which are significant sources of emissions--as well as liquids unloading operations. Control 
techniques for these sources are discussed in detail in the Waste Not report. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 47 
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Comment: The first point, EPA must expand the methane standards to apply to methane 
emissions from liquids unloading operations, intermittent or snap --snap-acting pneumatic 
controllers, compressors at well sites, and storage vessels. 

None of these coverage-- these sources are currently covered-- are currently covered by the 
current methane proposal, and only storage vessels have standards imposed on them under the 
2012 VOC rule. 

In order to ensure the most protection to the public from the industry's air emissions, EPA should 
expand the methane proposal to address emissions from each of those sources. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 70 

Comment: If you can listen and watch the video. What you see now is pollution from a natural 
gas line compressor in a Denton neighborhood. Either EPA rules must cover compressors like 
these, or these compressors must be kept out of neighborhoods. There is no third choice. This is a 
compressor station blow down in a Mansfield neighborhood. This facility is permitted for 104 
blow downs a year. This is reckless. Either EPA's rules must cover all pollution from facilities 
like this, or facilities like this should stay out of neighborhoods. There's no third choice. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 71 

Comment: Flowback tanks are allowed to vent in neighborhoods. Cover pollution from 
flowback tanks on EPA rules to prevent pollution of neighborhoods or keep flowback tanks out 
of neighborhoods. There's no third choice. 

Response: See sections V.F and VI.E of the preamble to the final rule for more information 
regarding this issue. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 72 

Comment: Drilling rig gas busters separate gases from drilling rigs and then vent those gases to 
the air. Cover all pollution from drilling operations in EPA rules to prevent pollution of 
neighborhoods or keep drilling operations out of neighborhoods. No choice. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6800, Excerpt 17. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 160 

Comment: Sealing leaks of petroleum equipment that are dangerous to local residents as well as 
the environment. The proposed rule should be strengthened to include each and every piece of 
equipment used in oil and gas extraction, processing, and transportation. Compressors and 
storage vessels should be fully incorporated into the rules as well as any other -- anything they 
may have will inadvertently be left out. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 22 

Comment: We all breathe common air, and I believe we all deserve to breathe clean air, free 
from methane and oil and gas production. National standards are critical for the health of the 
public and for the reduction of greenhouse gases. So I urge the final national standards be that 
they include requirements for all methane leak sources in the gas and oil industry. This includes 
covering storage vessels and compressors at well sites. 

15-182 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00182 



Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 94 

Comment: We also support the most rapid possible implementation schedule for such standards: 

The proposed amendments to New Source Performance Standards for oil and gas generally limit 
methane emissions from important sources, with the significant exception of liquids unloading 

Liquids unloading is also a significant source of leaks and should be a source component under 
the rule; 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 153 

Comment: We ask you to expand the scope of the standards, because not all of these operations 
are covered. So we want to cover unloading operations, controllers, compressors, everything; 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 201 

Comment: The draft rule is a good start. It covers many of the emission sources of concern. But 
full and comprehensive coverage is needed. The final rule should include the additional sources 
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of liquid unloading events, intermittent pneumatic controllers, the well site compressors, and also 
storage tanks. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 239 

Comment: Earthjustice is a national public interest law firm dedicated to protecting the 
environment through mitigation and advocacy. Our Rocky Mountain office, here in Denver, 
previously was involved in Colorado's rulemaking to limit methane emissions in the oil and gas 
sector, and we're pleased to see the EPA following Colorado's lead on the front lines. 

Earth justice supports EPA's proposal to cut methane pollution from new and modified oil and 
gas sources. These standards are a commonsense step toward protecting our climate from a very 
potent greenhouse gas. At the same time, these standards will have the co-benefit of reducing 
harmful air pollution affecting communities that are on the front lines of oil and gas 
development. 

We're particularly encouraged that EPA has proposed broadly applicable methane leak detection 
and repair requirements for the oil and gas sector. We're also pleased that EPA has included 
downstream sources in the proposed standards; namely, the transmission and storage segment. 
And we're happy to see that the Agency is addressing the harmful practice of venting gas during 
oil well completions. 

Colorado's successful regulation of methane emissions from the oil and gas sector demonstrates 
that achieving meaningful emissions reductions from the sector is entirely feasible and has very 
little downside. In fact, since Colorado's rule was adopted last year, oil -- oil field production and 
employment have increased in the state. But while we so generously support EPA's proposal, 
there are several ways that we would like to see EPA strengthen its standards. 

For one, EPA should expand the scope of the standards to include several other key pieces of 
equipment and practices, specifically liquids unloading operations, storage vessels, and 
compressors at well sites. These are significant sources of methane leaks. 

Low-cost controls exist that can be applied to these practices and equipment to reduce these 
leaks and should be included as a part of the standards. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: I volunteered to help the Township when this activity started in our town. And I 
researched and I educated myself and I built relationships. 

One of those relationships that I built, because I had a particular interest in air quality, was with 
someone that had equipment to monitor -- very sophisticated equipment to monitor air. I 
embarked on a citizen air monitoring adventure with a friend of mine a college professor. We 
monitored air throughout the community and at various individual's homes. My friend, Denzel 
Backus, a professor, we put the monitor at his house. We recorded various episodes where the 
lower explosive level percentages in the air had considerable spikes. On March 23rd of2011, we 
recorded 7.1 percent LEL rating at 1:15 a.m.; at 5:45 a.m. a 5.3 spike; and on March 26th at 8:03 
--or at 5:03a.m., a spike of nine. These readings, if indoors, would be at a level where there 
would be call for an evacuation. This was during a fracking operation at the Drummond well site 
in Mount Pleasant Township, monitored outdoor on his back patio. There is no reason why the 
citizens of this municipality or this state or this country should have to experience this. 

Similarly, we monitored in April of2011. There were spikes on the 14th of8.3 at 2:00p.m.; 
another 6.0 on April 15th at 2:00p.m. The monitoring location was at the home of Denzel 
Backus at 221 Walnut Road, McDonald, Pennsylvania. The home of the Backuses sits 
approximately 1,600 feet from the well pad. 

We also monitored at various locations in the community using other types of monitors. This 
monitor was a five-gas monitor. It recorded VOCs as well. 

In the driveway of a friend's house, the ratings of the volatile organic compounds were 64,113 
parts per billion. We read a well site where we were observing a wellhead, Stuart No.8, also in 
Mount Pleasant Township, right after a rain. You could see bubbling come out of the well 
fittings. There was a VOC rating of 45,403 parts per billion. On my friend's deck, 53,442 parts 
per billion; and elsewhere in the community driving on Caldwell Road, which I'm going to guess 
is maybe two miles from that property, 23,114; driving on Washington Road, which is probably 
two-and-a-half miles, or maybe three, 14,947, and likewise, at another residence that we looked 
at. 

So what does this mean? Through the connections that I made with a head of consulting for clean 
air engineering, he told me, "Joanne, the EPA and the DEP do not really concern themselves 
with these local events. The EPA and DEP are more concerned about regional air pollution. This 
is not a regional problem. Your problem is an air toxics problem. These are the types of 
problems where children and people get sick." 
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My conclusion is that if you -- if you control methane at various points in the process, not just 
during fracking, but after fracking, it's going to help us control local air toxics. There's tanks. 
There's pipelines. There's leaks. There's smells. There's blowdowns. My children are in danger at 
school, at home, and in the community. And I believe that we strongly need to monitor methane 
at all levels, including these pipelines where there's pigging operations and have blowdowns on a 
regular basis. And the data I have for you is on a disk, if you would like to evaluate it. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6800, Excerpt 17. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 145 

Comment: However, I ask that the EPA also require leak testing in our air and methane 
emissions controls for storage vessels, liquid only events, intermittent pneumatic control 
emissions and process at well sites, all of which represent significant possible sources of 
emissions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 155 

Comment: EPA's proposed NSPS do not require any major sources to reduce VOC emissions 
from truck loading operations. We recommend that EPA adopt truck loading requirements 
consistent with P A DEP's permitting conditions, which require at least a 95 percent level of 
control for VOC emissions from truck loading operations. 

The proposed NSPS amendments do not include requirements for pigging operations, which are 
significant sources of methane and VOC emissions. The EPA should establish regulatory 
provisions for control or recovery of methane and VOC emissions from pigging operations in the 
oil and gas industry. 
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In the final rule making, we strongly urge the EPA to address methane leaks directly, not as a 
collateral benefit of VOC reductions. EPA's final NSPS must address dry gas operations, as well 
as VOC and methane emissions from central impoundments that produce water. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the proposed NSPS for new and modified sources in 
the oil and natural gas sector. P A DEP will submit detailed written comments to the EPA by 
November 17, 2015. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6800, Excerpt 17. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 160 

Comment: For the past year and a half, Earthworks has used a forward-looking infrared or FLIR 
camera to document emissions from well sites, compressor stations, processing plants and other 
oil and gas facilities in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and five other states. As the merely 150 videos we've 
produced clearly show, these leak from many sources and often do so unabated. An industry that 
constantly touts its technological achievements and has found a way to drill horizontally in deep 
shale should not have a problem fixing leaks, inspecting facilities, and installing better 
equipment. 

Federal rules are necessary because operators generally don't reduce emissions unless they are 
required to and because most states have chosen not to take this step. 

The industry's promise to consistently apply best practices voluntarily is long past due. For 
example, there are hundreds of natural gas producers in Pennsylvania and Ohio, yet less than a 
dozen have joined the EPA's National Gas STAR Program to reduce pollution from natural gas 
activities. 

In the meantime, a growing body of scientific evidence confirms the connections between 
emissions from wells and facilities and health problems, such as respiratory distress, dizziness, 
headaches, neurological damage, nausea and fatigue, and nosebleeds. 

Proximity to oil and gas operations has also been linked, through research, to increased 
hospitalizations, lower birth weights, and higher lifetime cancer risk. Nitrogen oxide is one of the 
primary VOCs associated with oil and gas development, and forms the ozone or smog that can 
impair breathing, aggravate asthma and permanently damage lungs. 

Across the eastern states, drilling, processing and distribution activities are on the rise in areas 
already classified as non-attainment for ozone. 
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In light of these gray facts, we ask the EPA to, in these current rules, add additional equipment to 
the list of regulated equipment, in particular, storage tanks, liquids unloading, and well site 
compressor engines. All of these release methane and hydrocarbons on a regular basis. Omitting 
them runs counter to the emissions reduction goal of the Proposal Rules. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 182 

Comment: Additional recommendations would be to cover compressor engines located at well 
sites. Compressor engines are frequently located at well sites. In fact, in Pennsylvania, air 
regulations provide an incentive for operators to locate them there, as such engines are generally 
exempt from state air-permitting requirements. 

Storage tanks should also be covered in the standard. 

While ultimately we must transition away from fossil fuels to renewable energy and energy 
efficiency in order to reap the most health and climate benefits, we do commend the EPA for 
taking this first important step in regulating methane. And we urge you to do all you can to 
minimize methane from existing sources as well. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5128, Excerpt 2 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 212 

Comment: The regulations should be expanded to cover several key pieces of equipment and 
practices that the agency emitted from coverage, including liquid unloading operations, 
pneumatic controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis, compressor at well 
sites and storage vessels. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

15-188 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00188 



Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 15 

Comment: However, the proposal as currently written can and should go further. EPA should 
strengthen the proposal in three critical ways. First, the Agency has omitted several key pieces of 
equipment and practices from its proposed standards. EPA must expand the scope to include 
additional important emission sources, mainly lifters and loading operations, pneumatic 
controllers that operate on an intermittent basis, compressors at well sites and storage vessels. 
These sources are seated with significant methane emissions, and low-cost control exists for all 
of them. EPA must therefore cover them in the final goal. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 23 

Comment: And I'll just reiterate a couple of technical points that Jessica made as well, to ensure 
that these standards are strengthened before finalized. Again, we hope that the final standard will 
cover a few key pieces of equipment omitted from the proposal, including storage vessels, 
which, again, were covered in the 2012 VOC standards, but were not included in this proposal; 
liquids and loading operations; pneumatic control lifts operating on an intermittent or snap-acting 
basis; and compressors at well sites. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 40 
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Comment: The EPA proposed limits are strong in many respects, but can and should be 
stronger. First, EPA's proposal should cover not just the source the EPA has proposed to cover so 
far, but also liquids on loading operations, pneumatic controllers that operate intermittently, 
compressors at well sites and storage vessels. All of these are major emission sources in 
Pennsylvania. Cost-effective technology exists to control them, and there's no good reason not to 
control them. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 49 

Comment: The American Lung Association believes that all energy production facilities, not 
only power plants, but processes, engines, infrastructures, as well should use state of the art 
pollution controls to protect public health and the environment, and that both new and existing 
systems should meet the same rigorous standards of environmental performance. 

The American Lung Association supports policies that will drive the deployment of the cleanest 
and most fuel-efficient energy resources and technologies. And, finally, and more specifically, 
the American Lung Association supports strict regulations to protect public health and safety 
with respect to oil and gas operations, and we support the development and implementation of 
protective regulations requiring the installation and operation of state of the art pollution 
controls, including leakage detection and emissions monitoring throughout the entire energy 
system, whether the components be new or existing, beginning with exploration for oil and 
natural gas, and continuing through their extraction, including hydraulic fracturing, production, 
transmission, transport, refining distribution, and use. 

What the foregoing means for today's discussion, even as EPA moves forward with rules for new 
and modified infrastructure, it is urgent that the Agency develop enforceable standards, not only 
guidance for existing sources, a far larger part of the problem. Taken together, EPA's rules 
should be comprehensive and seamlessly cover all emissions from all sources in the entire chain 
from resource to end use. 

Response: The final rule establishes standards for new, modified, and reconstructed sources. 
Existing sources are outside the scope of the final rule. 

Commenter Name: Michael J. Meyers, et al., Assistant Attorneys General 
Commenter Affiliation: Attorneys Generals of New York, Massachusetts, Oregon, Rhode 
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Island, and Vermont (States) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6940 
Comment Excerpt Number: 15 

Comment: EPA Should Promptly Propose Standards to Address Methane Emissions from the 
Distribution Sector. 

The Proposed Rule leaves out a significant source of methane leaks by excluding methane 
emissions from the distribution sector, i.e., only considering leaks that are "upstream of the city 
gate." Cf. Oil and Natural Gas Sector Leaks White Paper at 3. As EPA has previously found, 
methane leaks in distribution are from city gates and associated above-ground facilities and from 
underground pipes (especially very old steel and cast iron pipes) that have deteriorated over time. 
As explained above, about one-fifth of methane emissions from the natural gas sector are leaks 
from the distribution segment, so leaving this segment unaddressed would make much more 
difficult the President's goal of significantly cutting methane to address global warming. 

Distribution sector methane leaks present significant environmental, economic, and safety 
concerns for states. In Massachusetts alone, leaking pipelines are estimated to release between 
eight and twelve billion cubic feet of methane a year, at a cost of about $38 million per year to 
customers. Shanna Cleveland, Into Thin Air: How Leaking Natural Gas Infrastructure is 
Harming Our Environment and Wasting a Valuable Resource 7, 12 (2012). A number of recent 
studies have found an extensive amount of leaks from thousands of miles of underground piping 
in cities such as Boston, New York, and Washington, D.C. See, e.g., Nathan G. Phillips, et al., 
Mapping Urban Pipeline Leaks: Methane Leaks Across Boston, 173 Envtl. Pollution 1, 1-4 
(2013). For example, a team using infrared imaging discovered 3,356 leaks with fifteen times the 
global background level for methane in Boston alone. Gas distribution companies in 2011 
reported releasing 69 billion cubic feet of natural gas to the atmosphere, almost enough to meet 
the state of Maine's gas needs for a year and equal to the annual carbon dioxide emissions of 
about six million automobiles. See Staff Report Prepared for Senator Edward J. Markey, 
America Pays for Gas Leaks: Natural Gas Pipeline Leaks Cost Consumers Billions 2,7, Table 3 
(2013). As a result, nationally consumers paid at least $20 billion from 2000-2011 for gas that 
was unaccounted for and never used. Id. at 1. 

Since 2009, Massachusetts has promoted replacement ofleaking distribution pipeline through the 
use of Targeted Infrastructure Replacement Funds that provide for expedited reimbursements to 
utilities that replace aging steel and cast iron infrastructure, as opposed to the use of traditional 
rate recovery. Additionally, in 2014, the Massachusetts Legislature passed legislation, "An Act 
Relative to Natural Gas Leaks," which obligates gas utilities to classify and report the location of 
all distribution system gas leaks, and to repair on specific schedules those that pose a safety 
threat or probable future safety threat. Similarly, the New York State Public Service Commission 
recently required Consolidated Edison to increase it rate of replacement of old distribution 
system pipes in New York City to reduce methane emissions. The utility is also conducting a 
study to improve detection of distribution system leaks and quantification of associated leak 
rates. Although these are important efforts, federal action is needed to drive a more concerted, 
immediate effort to eliminate leaks and reduce methane emissions from the distribution sector. 

15-191 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00191 



The recent EPA Inspector General's report entitled Improvements Needed in EPA Efforts to 
Address Methane Emissions from Natural Gas Distribution Pipelines 1 (2014) [hereinafter IG 
Report] further underscores the need for EPA to include regulation of methane emissions from 
the distribution sector as part of the Administration's methane reduction strategy and bolsters the 
States' position regarding the importance of addressing these emissions. The Inspector General 
found that leaks of methane from distribution pipelines, which account for about half of methane 
leaks from the distribution sector, cost consumers approximately 

$192 million in 2011. I d. The Inspector General also found that Massachusetts and New York 
are particularly impacted due to the many miles of distribution lines we have that are especially 
prone to leak. For example, New York and Massachusetts rank second and third, respectively, in 
the country in miles of cast and wrought iron distribution lines. IG Report at 3, Table 1. The 
Inspector General concludes that the industry's voluntary efforts have failed to result in any 
meaningful methane emission reductions and that consistent with the Administration's methane 
strategy, EPA should develop a strategy to address these emissions. The Inspector General cited 
the financial disincentive for local distribution companies to fix methane leaks, other than for 
safety reasons, as an important reason why EPA action in this area is necessary. 

In light of the significant emissions from the distribution sector, at a minimum EPA should 
broaden its scope of potential regulatory action to encompass emissions from city gates, which 
the agency has previously identified as the largest source of methane emissions in the 
distribution sector. See EPA, Technical Support Document: Petroleum and Natural Gas Systems 
for the 2010 Final Rule- Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases from Petroleum and 
Natural Gas Systems- Subpart W, at 76. City gates are metering and pressure regulating 
facilities located at the custody transfer points where natural gas is delivered from transmission 
pipelines into the lower pressure lines of local distribution companies. Distribution providers that 
are participants in EPA's Natural Gas STAR program have reported significant savings and 
methane emission reductions by implementing inspection and maintenance programs of city 
gates, which are easier to fix than underground piping. Based on data provided by these 
companies, implementing these programs at gate stations and associated above-ground facilities 
can result in gas savings worth up to $1,800 per year, at a cost ofbetween $20 and $1,200. U.S. 
Envtl. Prot. Agency, Lessons Learned: Directed Inspection and Maintenance at Gate Stations and 
Surface Facilities, 1 (2003), available at 
http://www3.epa.gov/gasstar/documents/ll_dimgatestat.pdf. A similar program for fugitive leaks 
EPA has proposed for well sites and compressor stations should likewise be considered for city 
gates. 

Therefore, the States request that EPA promptly proceed with rulemaking to issue methane 
emission standards and guidelines for the sources covering leaks from the distribution of natural 
gas under§§ 111(b) and 111(d) ofthe CAA. 

Response: Natural gas distribution is not one of the oil and natural gas segments covered by this 
rule, and is outside the scope of the final rule. See section IV.A of the preamble to the final rule 
for a discussion of this source category. 
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Commenter Name: J. Jared Snyder, Assistant Commissioner for Air Resources, Climate 
Change Energy 
Commenter Affiliation: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7006 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: It should be acknowledged that pigging operations and compressor units are operated 
and maintained by local distribution companies as well as those engaged in the production, 
storage and transmission of natural gas, and therefore New York State recommends that best-cost 
options for limiting methane emissions from these activities should be considered, and 
consideration of alternatives that have less ratepayer impact should be given high priority. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6940, Excerpt 15. 

Commenter Name: J. Jared Snyder, Assistant Commissioner for Air Resources, Climate 
Change Energy 
Commenter Affiliation: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7006 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: To the extent that some aspects of distribution systems are considered "gross 
emitters", local distribution companies should be allowed to propose alternatives for reducing 
emissions that limit ratepayer impacts. In some instances, a repair of a component may be less 
costly than replacement, for example, and so latitude in considering best-cost options should be 
allowed. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6940, Excerpt 15. 

Commenter Name: Rodney Sartor 
Commenter Affiliation: Enterprise Products Partners L.P. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6807 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: Emissions from the transportation and storage segment of the oil and gas industry do 
not justify the costly burden these regulations would impose. As noted above, the methane 
emissions from the entire oil and gas sector account for only 3% of total U.S. domestic GHG 
emissions, just over 2% of the total U.S. GHG Inventory, and 0.3% of Global GHG emissions. 
Emissions from the transmission and storage sector account for just over a third of the emissions 
from the entire oil and gas sector, meaning that the total contribution from this sector is a 
negligible 1% oftotal U.S. domestic GHG emissions and 0.1% of Global GHG emissions. These 
minute contributions to emissions to do not justify the costly regulatory burdens that would be 
imposed on the transportation and storage segment by this rule. As a result, EPA should not 

15-193 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00193 



extend the new requirements in the proposed NSPS, Subpart OOOOa, to the transmission and 
storage segment. 

Response: See section VIII.B of the preamble to the final rule for more information regarding 
this issue. 

Commenter Name: Seth B. C. Shonkoff, Executive Director, Jake Hays, Director, 
Environmental Health Program and Renee L. Santoro Director, Energy Environment Program, 
Commenter Affiliation: PSE Healthy Energy 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6951 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: Offshore platforms are omitted in both the 2012 and proposed 2015 NSPS, but 
provide further opportunity to close the gap left by the proposed standards. EPA's 2015 
Greenhouse Gas Inventory estimates 150.6 Gg of methane from offshore platforms (shallow and 
deep water) in 2013, compared to emissions from hydraulic fracturing activities of 86.4 Gg. 
Currently available technologies can reduce these emissions by 85%. 

Include Offshore Oil and Gas Development Under the Methane Rule. 

Offshore facilities should be included under the methane rule as these facilities are currently not 
covered. 

Response: Offshore facilities are not one of the oil and natural gas segments covered by this 
rule, and are outside the scope of the final rule. See section IV.A of the preamble to the final rule 
for a discussion of this source category. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 183 

Comment: We also suggest the EPA prioritize the gathering additional data on accurately 
quantifying methane emissions from liquids unloading of hydraulically fractured wells and 
developing regulations to control those emissions if they should prove necessary. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. 
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Commenter Name: John Quigley 
Commenter Affiliation: Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6800 
Comment Excerpt Number: 17 

Comment: Pigging and Blowdown Operations 

Vented emissions from the natural gas production, compression, and transmission operations 
include pipeline pigging and blowdown operations, which can account for significant methane 
and VOC emissions depending on the frequency of a pigging operation and the type of natural 
gas (i.e., "wet gas"). However, EPA's proposed NSPS amendments do not include measures to 
reduce methane and VOC emissions from pigging and blowdown operations. 

The DEP recommends that EPA establish requirements for the control or recovery of methane 
and VOC emissions from pigging and blowdown operations in the oil and gas industry. Vapor 
recovery systems or vapor control units should be required to control the release of methane and 
VOC that would otherwise be vented to the atmosphere. The DEP strongly urges EPA to address 
methane leaks directly- not as a co-benefit ofVOC reductions in the final rulemaking. 

Response: The EPA is requesting additional information from oil and gas operators on a variety 
of emissions points under section 114 of the Clean Air Act through the upcoming Information 
Collection Request (ICR). Through this information collection effort, the EPA may explore 
operations that result in emissions like pigging and blowdown operations to gain a greater 
understanding of these emissions, the frequency of these events, and control techniques to reduce 
emissions from these events. The EPA could not move forward with a NSPS to address these 
emissions at this time because of lack of necessary information. The ICR may provide an 
opportunity to collect that information. 

Commenter Name: J. Young 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6469 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: We are especially concerned about the adverse health impacts the under-regulated 
fracking and the under-regulated up-, mid-, and down-stream distribution of fracked gas is 
having on so many individuals and communities. 

While no amount of regulation can ever make fracked gas a clean energy source, we support 
efforts to capture methane, repair leaks, and aggregate disparate sources of methane and other air 
pollution along the oil and gas supply chain. We urge you to improve the proposed rules to 
include: 

• Several key pieces of equipment that were omitted from the proposal that emit methane 
and harmful VOCs: 
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o Storage vessels, which were covered under the VOC standards but are not 
included in the methane proposal; 

o Liquids unloading operations; 
o Pneumatic controllers that operate on an intermittent or snap-acting basis; and 
o Compressors at well sites; 

• Mandatory inspections at least quarterly or monthly (rather than a default semi-annual 
requirement), which should remain at a fixed frequency, rather than decreasing upon low 
leak rate-detection; 

• Shortening the time source operators have to repair leaking equipment if it would be 
unsafe to make the repair within 15 days of discovery; 

• Defining "sources" to include functionally interrelated equipment so regulators can 
aggregate individual emissions sources to prevent significant deterioration of our air 
quality; 

• Including communities in the pollution-detection process. A citizen complaint system is 
needed to allow communities living near fracked gas infrastructure to alert the EPA if 
they detect odors or air pollution events nearby; 

• Requiring oil and gas companies to use or bring to market captured gas, rather than flare 
it, unless truly extraordinary circumstances make flaring unavoidable. 

Response: Regarding the comment that the EPA expand the scope of the final rule to include 
additional sources, see response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. Regarding 
the comment on the frequency ofleak inspections, see sections VI.F .I. a and VI.F .2.a of the 
preamble to the final rule. Regarding the comment on the delay of repair provisions, see sections 
VI.F.l.e and VI.F.2.d of the preamble to the final rule. Regarding the comment on how to define 
sources, prevention of significant deterioration of air quality is addressed under the New Source 
Review program and is outside the scope of this document. Regarding the comment on citizen 
complaints, see response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471, Excerpt 13. Regarding the 
comment on flaring, see response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. 

Commenter Name: Paul Billings, Gary Ewart, et al. 
Commenter Affiliation: American Lung Association, American Thoracic Society, et al 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6878 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: On behalf of our nation's medical and public health groups, we urge the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency to adopt the strongest possible standards to reduce harmful 
emissions of methane, volatile organic compounds and other pollutants from all new and 
modified production wells, processing plants, transmission pipelines, and storage units within the 
oil and natural gas industry. These standards will not only help to mitigate climate change and its 
associated health risks by curtailing emissions of methane - an especially potent greenhouse gas 
-from new and modified sources, but will also limit emissions of toxic and carcinogenic air 
pollutants, benefiting public health in communities across the country. As public health groups 
and medical societies, we are keenly aware of the harmful health effects of these air pollutants. 

15-196 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00196 



Furthermore, we call on EPA to develop standards to limit similar emissions from existing 
sources as well, to truly protect public health. 

The EPA must adopt stronger standards to reduce methane and other emissions from the 
oil and gas industry, including new, modified and existing sources. The Clean Air Act 
requires that EPA review and revise standards to see if they adequately protect public health 
from new sources of pollution and from hazardous air pollutants. The widespread and expanding 
oil and natural gas production in the United States represents sources of such emissions that must 
be addressed under the law. 

Emissions can occur during the extraction, production, processing, flaring, transportation, 
unloading and distribution of oil and natural gas. Those emissions can be vented to the 
atmosphere (intentionally or unintentionally) and impact human health and must be adequately 
addressed, through requiring added monitoring and inspections. Additionally, the large engines 
used in drilling and production processes bum fossil fuels and produce emissions. Although 
those impacts are not covered under these proposed rules, they can add to the air pollution 
burden affecting local communities. 

The rapid development of high volume, hydraulic fracturing ("fracking") and horizontal drilling 
technologies to recover natural gas from shale formations has driven the expansion of new and 
modified sources, as it expanded the nation's supply of natural gas resources. 

As explained below, strong standards will not only help to mitigate climate change and its 
associated health risks by curtailing emissions of methane from new and modified sources, but 
will also limit emissions of toxic and carcinogenic air pollutants, benefiting public health in 
communities across the country. We call on EPA to: 

• ensure that the full range of emission sources are covered, including storage, offloading 
and compressors; 

• eliminate flaring; 
• require stronger and more frequent inspections and maintenance; and 
• adopt requirements for existing, as well as new and modified sources. 

One recent analysis found that available technology and systems changes could reduce methane 
emissions by 40 percent and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and hazardous air pollutants by 
44 percent (ICF, 2014). 

Methane worsens climate change with its serious threats to human health. The changing 
climate threatens the health of Americans alive now and in future generations. Growing evidence 
over the past few years has demonstrated the multiple, profound risks that imperil the lives and 
health of millions from climate change. Consequently, the nation has a short window to act to 
reduce those threats. 

In 2014, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change issued its most recent policy 
assessment of current observations and analyses about the changing climate. The IPCC found: 
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"Continued emission of greenhouse gases will cause further warming and long
lasting changes in all components of the climate system, increasing the likelihood 
of severe, pervasive and irreversible impacts for people and ecosystems. Limiting 
climate change would require substantial and sustained reductions in greenhouse 
gas emissions which, together with adaptation, can limit climate change risks." 
(IPCC 2014) 

This report makes clear the essential need to adopt and maintain the strongest possible measures 
to reduce methane and other greenhouse gases that endanger the long-term health of all people. 

The Unites States Third National Climate Assessment issued in May 2014 provided the most 
recent summary of the research outlining these risks to the United States (Melillo, 2014). This 
review echoed reports previously produced by several of our organizations: the American 
Academy of Pediatrics technical report in 2007 on "Global Climate Change and Children's 
Health"(Shea et al., 2007); Trust for America's Health, Health Problems Heat Up: Climate 
Change and the Public's Health, in October 2009 (TFAH, 2009); the Asthma and Allergy 
Foundation of America's Extreme Allergies and Global Warming, issued with the National 
Wildlife Foundation in 2010 (NWF and AAFA, 2010); the American Public Health 
Association's Climate Change: Mastering the Public Health Role, in April2011 (APHA, 2011); 
and the American Thoracic Society's workshop on Climate Change and Human Health published 
in 2012 (Pinkerton et al., 2012). All these reviews arrived at similar conclusions, summarized 
below. 

Ground-level ozone is likely to be worse in some locations. Higher temperatures increase the 
likelihood that the precursor gases will react to form ground-level ozone, making it harder to 
protect people from this most widespread air pollutant. Ozone causes asthma attacks and 
respiratory distress, and may increase cardiovascular harm, risk of harm to the central nervous 
system and the risk of low birth weight in newborns as well as premature death (EPA, 2013 ). 

Wildfires and drought conditions give rise to smoke and dust storms spreading miles from 
their source. Recent years have showcased the risks from wildfire smoke from blazes in the 
West. In September 2014, California had reported nearly 5,000 wildfires in 2014-1,000 more 
than usual-before fire season had even begun, as the Los Angeles Times noted (Rocha, 2014 ). 
This year has seen similar events from wildfires. As the Washington Post noted, during the week 
of July 8th, more than 700 fires in Alaska and Canada were blowing smoke that created 
unhealthy air pollution in Minneapolis and Colorado (Fritz, 2015). 

Drought-driven dust storms also produce high levels of particulate matter. The impact of dust 
storms in recent years, such as one in Oklahoma in 2012 that shut down Interstate 35, 
demonstrate their power to threaten health in multiple ways (Juozapavicius, 2012). 

Even short-term exposure to such levels of particulate matter threaten human health. As EPA 
concluded in the 2009 review of the research, short-term increases in particle pollution cause 
premature death and cardiovascular harm including increased numbers of heart attacks, 
especially among the elderly and in people with heart conditions increased and likely cause 
respiratory harm, including increased severity of asthma attacks in children (EPA, 2009b ). 
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These examples show that these changes erect new hurdles to our ability to protect human health 
from air pollution. As EPA noted in its 2009 report on the impacts of global climate change on 
ground-level ozone, modeling for future pollution levels shows the complexity of the problem, 
with one compelling outcome: climate change had "the potential to make U.S. air quality 
management more difficult" (EPA, 2009a). 

Extreme weather threatens health. Many cities across the U.S., such as Chicago and 
Milwaukee have experienced increased death rates from episodic heat waves in recent years. 
Hotter temperatures can increase the risk of heat stroke and heat exhaustion and can increase the 
risk of hospitalization for cardiovascular and respiratory diseases (Luber et al., 2014; Li et al., 
2012). 

Increased risk of dangerous hurricanes threatens not only damage and death directly from the 
high winds and water, but from the disruption in communities that suffer the hurricanes. As 
Hurricanes Katrina and Sandy showed, the disruption can last for years. Hospitals, clinics, 
medical care and public health services may be blocked from serving their patients and 
communities as resources are diverted to emergency response or too damaged to provide those 
services. Patients find themselves in emergency shelters or relocated to new homes far away 
from their previous medical caregivers. 

According to the most recent assessments, the nation has experienced increased heavy rainfall 
and flooding since 1991 (Walsh et al., 2014). Flooding causes premature deaths, often through 
drowning, but the aftermath of flooding expands the burden. Water damage leaves behind 
lingering risks including dampness and mold, chemicals and sewage spread through flood 
waters, and contaminated debris in flooded homes, schools, hospitals and other community 
facilities. (Luber et al., 2014; APHA, 2011). 

Allergens and risk of vector-borne diseases will increase. Warmer weather leads to shifting 
growing seasons that change flowering time and pollen development and can expand the habitat 
for allergen-rich plant species. Higher concentrations and longer growing seasons increase the 
exposure to allergens that trigger asthma and other respiratory and allergic responses. (NWF and 
APHA, 2010; Ziska et al., 2012; Luber et al., 2014). In the U.S., spread of diseases such as 
Lyme, West Nile Vims, and Rocky Mountain spotted fever, is linked to complex differences in 
weather, hosts and human behavior that can be profoundly affected by changes in climate (Luber 
et al., 2014). 

Food and water supplies face uncertain challenges. The ongoing drought in the West, 
particularly in California, exemplifies the risks to supplying adequate water and food to the 
nation (USDA, 2014). As the water levels continue to drop, farmers confront more challenges 
growing food to supply the rest of the nation and the world. Certain communities, such as Alaska 
Natives, may suffer shortages of fresh water and food they have historically hunted or fished 
(Chapin et al, 2014). 

Stress will complicate response and mental health issues. Mental health problems increase 
after disasters, such as seen after Hurricane Katrina. Moreover, even people with no history of 
mental health problems, including children, will risk increased stress from responding to and 
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accommodating these severe changes. Among the expected impacts from these stresses are: post
traumatic stress disorder; depression and anxiety; increases in violence; and strains due to 
relocation (Luber et al., 2014; Clayton et al., 2014). 

To help reduce climate change, the nation must reduce methane emissions, which have the 
second most powerful global warming potential according to the International Panel on Climate 
Change. The IPCC calculates that methane has a more than 30-times greater impact per pound 
emitted than carbon dioxide over 20 years and a more than 80-times greater over 100 years 
(IPCC, 2013). 

Oil and gas emissions pose direct risks to human health. Clear evidence documents harm 
directly from emissions ofVOCs, but also from ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) as 
VOCs are precursors to ozone and fine particulates. These pollutants can cause or increase risk 
of cardiovascular, respiratory, and other acute and chronic systemic damage, and may increase 
risk of cancer. The standards will help reduce ozone and fine particulate matter levels in areas 
where oil and gas production occurs and downwind. The air toxics standards for oil and natural 
gas wells will also reduce hazardous air pollutants, including the risk of benzene and 
formaldehyde, both carcinogens, in the oil and gas production process and for transmission and 
storage. The discussion below summarizes the evidence that these pollutants pose serious threats 
to health and must be reduced. 

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Volatile organic hazardous air pollutants are specific toxic 
gases that react easily with other gases and particles. These take in a host of carcinogens and 
other toxins. According to the EPA's Regulatory Impact Assessment, six organic hazardous air 
pollutants dominate the mass from oil and natural gas wells and can most harm human health: 
benzene, toluene, carbonyl sulfide, ethylbenzene, mixed xylenes, and n-hexane. Other major 
hazardous air pollutants from wells include formaldehyde, ethylene glycol, methanol, and 2,2,4-
trimethylpentane. One recent study oflocations near oil and gas development sites around the 
U.S. found evidence of high levels of benzene and formaldehyde present at levels that exceed the 
Agency Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) or EPA's Integrated Risk Information 
System (IRIS) standards for exposure (Macey et al., 2014). Current estimates likely also 
understate the emissions. A study looking "top-down" found that the monitored emissions in 
northeastern Colorado were seven times greater than the state's estimated emissions inventory 
(Petron et al., 2013) 

Many of these toxic air pollutants can cause cancer, but they can also irritate the eyes, skin, and 
respiratory tract, impair lung function, and affect vital organs. Benzene and formaldehyde are 
recognized as known human carcinogens, while ethylbenzene is considered a probable 
carcinogen (HHS, 2011). Long-term exposures to benzene can cause leukemia, a blood cancer, 
and other blood disorders such as anemia and depressed lymphocyte count in blood. Exposure to 
formaldehyde can also cause chronic bronchitis and nasal epithelial lesions. A recent review of 
the research found evidence that formaldehyde may increase the risk of asthma, particularly in 
the young (McGwin et al., 2010). Non-cancer effects associated with exposure to these organics 
range from irritation of the skin, eyes, nose, throat, and respiratory tract, and dizziness, nausea, 
and vomiting. These compounds can also cause difficulty in breathing, impaired lung function 
and respiratory symptoms, damage to the liver and kidneys, and stomach discomfort. They may 
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also cause developmental disorders, adverse effects to the nervous system, impairment of 
memory and neurological function, and slow response to visual stimuli. These pollutants can also 
affect hearing, speech, vision, and motor coordination (ATSDR, 1999a, 1999b, 2000, 2007a, 
2007b, 2010). 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5). Reductions in some VOCs, specifically organic carbon 
aerosols, through the final oil and natural gas wells standards would provide an additional 
collateral benefit: reduction in secondary fine particulate matter. PM2.5 is made up of 
microscopic particles, including aerosols, which can bypass the body's natural defenses and 
lodge deep within the lungs (EPA, 2009). In addition to the short-term effects ofPM2.5 
discussed earlier, the evidence shows that long-term exposure to PM2.5 also causes premature 
death, respiratory and cardiovascular harm and suggests that long-term exposure to PM2.5 
causes reproductive and developmental effects (EPA, 2009). Most recently, PM2.5 has been 
found to cause lung cancer (Hamra et al., 2014). 

Volatile Organic Compounds as Precursors to Ozone (03). One of the most crucial aspects of 
the rule is the limit it sets on the amount ofVOCs that are emitted by oil and natural gas wells. 
Cleaning up VOCs with these standards is critical to protecting human health. As noted above, 
many VOCs are hazardous air pollutants. However, VOCs are also precursors to the formation of 
ground-level ozone when they react with nitrogen oxides (NOx) in the presence of sunlight. By 
limiting emissions of VOCs, the proposed oil and natural gas standard will indirectly reduce the 
amount of secondary ozone formed in the air, human exposure to ozone, and the incidence of 
ozone-related health effects. 

Ozone is a colorless, odorless gas that reacts chemically ("oxidizes") with internal body tissues, 
such as those in the lung. Some have described the inflammation that ozone causes in the 
airways as similar to a "sunburn" on the lungs. It acts as a powerful respiratory irritant at the 
levels frequently found across the nation during the warmer months. EPA's most recent review 
of the research concluded that breathing ozone respiratory harm including increased risk of 
asthma attacks and increased susceptibility to respiratory infections, and need for medical 
treatment and for hospitalization for people with asthma or chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease (COPD) and may lead to premature death. In addition, new evidence suggests that ozone 
may worsen cardiovascular disease, may harm the central nervous system and have adverse 
reproductive and developmental effects (EPA 2013). 

The expansion of oil and gas production has led to astonishing and unhealthy concentrations of 
ozone, including in unexpected areas. In Utah, spacious, rural Uintah County and Duchesne 
County have elevated levels of ozone that violate the 2008 national ambient air quality standard, 
and would also exceed the 2015 standard just adopted (EPA, 2015a). The emissions from the oil 
and gas extraction industry are the biggest contributor to these unhealthy air levels (Helmig et 
al., 2014). In Colorado, a study of the oil and gas extraction in the North Front Range area found 
not only a significant source of precursor VOC emissions for the ozone in the Denver metro area, 
but that the emissions had increased likely due to the expanded wells, despite Colorado's 
strengthening of emissions standards (Thompson et al., 2014). 
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Methane (CH4). Although the health effects of methane have been more commonly addressed as 
a result of methane's role as a greenhouse gas, methane itself also poses a serious health risk by 
itself Methane is a VOC, and is an odorless gas that can bum or explode at concentrations of 5 
percent to 15 percent by volume of air (ATSDR, 2001 ). Methane is also a concern from an 
occupational safety and health standpoint for workers at natural gas wells who would be exposed 
to explosions or uncontrolled fires during the hydraulic fracturing process (NIOSH, 2015). As a 
VOC, methane is also a precursor to ozone, particularly in remote areas (EPA, 2013 ). 

The EPA has identified the oil and gas industry as the "single largest contributor to United States 
anthropogenic methane emissions" (EPA, 2011). The growing problem of methane in the 
atmosphere indicates that existing oil and gas infrastructure currently produce higher methane 
emissions than have been estimated (Brandt et al., 2014). One recent report estimated that nearly 
90 percent of projected emissions from oil and gas development in 2018 will come from existing 
infrastructure (ICF, 2014). 

Millions of Americans suffer greater vulnerability to these threats. Many people face greater 
risk or exposure, as documented in the large air pollution science assessments EPA has 
repeatedly completed. Children court special risks because their bodies are growing and because 
they are so active (Shear et al., 2007; AAP, 2004). Older adults are more likely to die during high 
heat events (Zannobetti et al., 2012). People with chronic respiratory diseases like asthma and 
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, people with cardiovascular diseases and people with 
diabetes also risk greater harm from increased pollution (EPA, 2009; EPA 2013 ). 

A growing body of research indicates that oil and gas development is associated with adverse 
health impacts, including premature birth, congenital heart defects, neural tube defects, and low 
birth weight for infants born to mothers living near natural gas development (Casey et al., 2015; 
McKenzie et al., 2014; Stacey et al., 2015). 

Poorer people and some racial and ethnic groups are among those who often confront higher 
exposure to pollutants and who may experience greater responses to such pollution. Many 
studies have explored the differences in harm from air pollution to racial or ethnic groups and 
people who are in a low socioeconomic position, have less education, or live nearer to major 
sources (O'Neill et al., 2003; Brender et al. 2011). 

Poorer people, people of color, older people and disabled people will have a harder time 
responding to the threats, especially if electricity is lost or relocation or evacuation is required 
(Luber et al., 2014; APHA, 2011). Hurricane Katrina demonstrated that many people in these 
groups had difficulty evacuating and relocating after a major weather event. Native American 
tribal communities may face threats to food supplies and difficulty relocating due to tribal land 
locations (Luber et al., 2014). 

People most at risk of harm from breathing these air pollutants from the oil and natural gas 
industry include: infants, children and teenagers; older adults; pregnant women; people with 
asthma and other lung diseases; people with cardiovascular disease; diabetics; people with low 
incomes; and healthy adults who work or exercise outdoors, including employees of the oil and 
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gas industry. Many live and work in communities near these oil and gas facilities, which are 
often located near lower income or minority communities. 

Living nearer to oil and gas development may expose residents to greater risk. For example, a 
2012 study found that people who lived within one-half mile of those developments in Garfield 
County, Colorado, faced increased risk from cancer, largely due to elevated benzene exposure 
(McKenzie et al., 2012). A Pennsylvania study found evidence of higher rates of hospital use for 
cardiovascular and neurological conditions associated with increased oil and gas extraction 
(Jemielita et al., 2015). Recent reviews of the research examining the health effects associated 
with proximity to oil and gas extraction and development have warned about the potential for 
harm from the emissions, the growth in the development and the increased proximity to more 
people (Werner et al., 2014; Shonkoff et al., 2014; and Adgate et al., 2014). 

A majority of the public supports stronger controls on methane, based on polling conducted by 
the American Lung Association in August. Two-thirds (67 percent) of registered voters support 
strong standards on methane and other toxic chemicals from the oil and gas industry. 

Conclusion. To protect our children, our communities and the public, the United States must 
significantly reduce greenhouse gases. Methane is a powerful greenhouse gas. Reducing methane 
is an essential step to reduce the burden of climate change, but the benefits go far outside the 
impact on the climate, particularly in the reduction of other toxic and carcinogenic emissions 
with the same effort. Lifesaving benefits to public health can begin immediately. 

The cleanup of air pollution from oil and natural gas wells is necessary for the protection of 
public health, appropriate for the EPA to undertake, and of growing importance. We urge EPA to 
ensure that all aspects of the oil and gas industry are included in the final rule, including existing 
sources of air pollution related to oil and natural gas production, not just new and modified ones. 
We appreciate EPA's efforts to respond to this growing source of air pollution and the 
opportunity to provide comments. 

Response: Regarding the comment that the EPA expand the scope of the final rule to include 
additional sources, see response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5. Regarding 
the comment on flaring, see response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. 
Regarding the comment on inspection and maintenance provisions, see section VI.F of the 
preamble to the final rule for more information. Regarding the comment on existing sources, see 
response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: Camilla Feibelman 
Commenter Affiliation: Rio Grande Chapter of the Sierra Club 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6895 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: The EPA proposal is a good first step to addressing methane pollution from the oil 
and gas industry. It represents the first-ever regulate methane regulations for this sector in the 
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United States (although EPA's final2012 rules for VOC emissions from the gas sector have 
helped reduce methane as well). 

We appreciate that EPA's proposal would cover not only oil and gas production wells, but also 
some of the downstream components of the gas industry as well. We believe the rule, if 
finalized, would help also reduce smog-forming emissions by curbing VOC pollution, helping 
citizens in areas with high ozone concentrations such as the methane "hot-spot" over the San 
Juan Basin. Still, EPA's proposal-which currently covers new, modified, and reconstructed 
sources, could be made much stronger by extending to existing sources in the oil and gas sector 
as well. Existing equipment is far and away the largest source of methane emissions in the sector. 
Analysts have projected that by 2018, over 90% of oil and gas sector emissions will come from 
that now exist (and therefore are not covered under EPA's proposal). We 4 therefore strongly 
urge EPA to propose existing source standards as soon as possible for all of the same equipment 
covered in the proposal. 

Furthermore, EPA must regulate the full spectrum of sources that emit methane. While the 
current proposal covers many sources, there are some key pieces of equipment that are left out. 
Recently, Clean Air Task Force, Sierra Club, and NRDC released a joint report called Waste Not 
that laid out a series of common-sense, cost-effective actions that could be taken to reduce 
methane emissions from the oil and gas sector by close to 50 percent. EPA should review these 
proposals, which include not only the emission reduction methods that EPA is requiring for new 
sources in its proposal, but also include emission reductions for oil and gas sources that are not 
covered under the proposal, including storage vessels, liquid unloading operations, intermittent
bleed pneumatic devices, and compressors at well sites. Controls for all of these pieces of 
equipment will help reduce methane, VOC, and air toxics emissions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5288, Excerpt 5 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 

Commenter Name: K. C. Becker, State Representative, House District 13, State of Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: State of Colorado 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7239 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: In 2014, Colorado chose to lead the way on this issue, becoming the first state to 
regulate methane pollution from the oil and natural gas industry. Since adoption and 
implementation of these regulations by the state, there has been no fiscal downside to the 
industry, and more benefit to the Colorado's citizens. While what the EPA is proposing is a good, 
necessary first step, I would encourage the EPA to strengthen its draft to mirror what Colorado 
has in place including regulating existing sources of methane pollution. Regulation works here 
and will work nationally. Methane pollution is a national problem that requires a national 
response. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. 
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Commenter Name: Rob McCulloch, Director, Infrastructure Programs 
Commenter Affiliation: BlueGreen Alliance 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6761 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: The energy sector is rapidly expanding without important community and 
environmental protections. Proven, low-cost technologies are already commercially available to 
cut methane emissions from the oil and gas sector up to 50 percent in the next 5 years. Without 
enforceable standards, energy companies have little incentive to improve operations and reduce 
methane emissions by keeping gas in the system, despite the availability and cost-effectiveness 
of mitigation technology. 

Low-cost solutions already exist to plug industrial gas leaks and power more homes and 
businesses. While some companies invest in the best technologies to optimize efficiency and 
reliability, many take a rock-bottom cost approach. However, studies show that the energy sector 
could cut their emissions and leaks, using off-the-shelf technology, by up to half in 5 years at a 
cost of less than 1 cent per thousand cubic feet of natural gas (met) - a fraction of a percent of 
market prices, and estimated implementation costs of the proposed EPA rule are a fraction of the 
multiple billions of dollars ofU.S. energy sector revenues each year. 

Initial estimates of the EPA proposal suggest overall net climate benefits of nearly $40 million in 
2020 and up to $150 million in 2025 with a strong standard in place. In order to build more 
public support for these policy proposals, we would like to work with EPA through the 
rulemaking process to reliably assess economic impacts that factor employment, safety, and 
quality of life for both workers and communities, as we believe upgrading industry 
practices and outdated technology means better working conditions and stronger job 
opportunities for frontline oil and gas workers. 

It is imperative strong federal approaches to reduce natural gas leaks and methane emissions 
advance to implementation. Success of federal initiatives, such this proposed EPA methane rule, 
the Department ofEnergy's Quadrennial Energy Review, and the ability of the Department of 
Transportation/Pipeline and Hazardous Material Safety Administration to uphold pipeline safety 
and accountability, are key to achieving the administration's goal of an economy-wide reduction 
of up to 45 percent from 2012 levels by 2025. It is critical these agencies work together more 
effectively to optimize benefits to our communities and the economy. 

In addition to upstream oil and gas activities, natural gas leaks -whether accidental or by design 
-are also pervasive throughout the natural gas distribution (downstream) systems delivering gas 
to homes and businesses within in our communities, with many portions of this system dating 
back to the 19th century. There are an estimated 100,000 miles ofleak-prone pipe made of 
obsolete materials such as cast iron and bare steel -which leak methane at a level upward of 50 
times that of advanced materials being installed today- underneath our nation's cities and towns. 
First generation plastic pipes are also being recognized by the industry and safety agencies as 
being much more leak-prone than originally proposed, and EPA GHG inventories indicate 
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plastic pipes overall account for nearly the level of methane emissions as old cast iron pipe (6.5 
million mcflost vs 7.0 million mcf, respectively). 

At the current rate of progress, it could take 30 years or longer to repair and upgrade vulnerable 
segments of our natural gas distribution systems, which account for an estimated 20 percent of 
the energy sector's uncombusted methane leaking into the atmosphere. Compounding the issue, 
practices vary widely from state to state when it comes to leak detection and repair (LDAR). 
Many leak responses or repairs, while averting threats to workers and communities from 
explosion hazards, vent natural gas directly into the air for months or even years with little 
regard to climate change impacts. 

We strongly encourage the EPA to expand consideration of standards for these distribution 
sources. While the agency maintains a voluntary program in the form of the Natural Gas STAR 
Challenge (a forum for the exchange of best practices in regards to efficiency and leak 
prevention), these programs provide no real incentive for industry to improve their emissions 
performance. 

Response: The EPA did not include regulations for leaks from pipelines between compressor 
stations because the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) already 
has the authority to regulate leak detection and repair for natural gas pipelines and exercises its 
authority through existing regulations. If the EPA developed a fugitive emissions monitoring 
program for natural gas pipelines it would likely be duplicative and may be in conflict with the 
PHMSA regulations. 

Commenter Name: Robert M. Gould 
Commenter Affiliation: San Francisco Bay Area Physicians for Social Responsibility (SF Bay 
PSR) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6819 
Comment Excerpt Number: 16 

Comment: SF Bay PSR further urges the EPA to develop effective regulation of downstream 
sources of methane and VOCs as quickly as possible. When fossil fuels are transported via 
pipelines, leakage may occur from pipelines, compressors and other infrastructure at multiple 
sites, some of them hundreds of miles from the point of extraction. Furthermore, aging 
infrastructure in American cities has been found to leak methane in large quantities. Studies 
performed in several major U.S. cities have measured methane levels and found significant 
methane leakage from aging gas pipelines and other infrastructure. A study of Boston published 
in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences in 2015 found that emissions from 
residential, end-use natural gas infrastructure was a significant source of atmospheric methane, 
accounting for 60 to 100 percent of methane, depending on the season. Of all the natural gas in 
the downstream component of the natural gas system, 2. 7 percent was lost to the atmosphere. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6761, Excerpt 2. 
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Commenter Name: William P. Hite, General President, United Association of Journeymen & 
Apprentices 
Commenter Affiliation: Plumbing & Pipe Fitting Industry 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6950 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: Below, we: (1) emphasize the need and ability to update our aging oil and gas 
infrastructure; and (2) identify areas in the proposed rule where we see strong standards 
delivering the results referenced above, along with areas that warrant additional oversight. 

Standards Requiring Infrastructure Upgrades with Commercially Available Technology 
and Techniques Would Benefit the Economy and the Environment 

Much of our pipeline system is 50 or 60 years old- or older. Actually, it is a testament to the 
skill of the people who originally constructed these pipelines that the system has functioned so 
well for so long. However, failures in this aging system are becoming more and more common. 
Leaking pipelines pose a risk to public health and cost consumers millions of dollars in terms of 
higher gas and electric bills. Methane leaks from natural gas pipelines contribute substantially to 
air pollution, and we know the harm that comes when a pipeline ruptures. 

The issues are not limited to pipelines- they expand to wells, tanks and other equipment, too. 
Indeed, throughout the natural gas gathering, transmission, production, and processing activities 
covered in the EPA's proposed methane standard, dangerous and wasteful pollutants such as 
methane and benzene could be leaked into the air. These can be due to accidental releases, but 
also may be due to outmoded practices and obsolete technology. All in all, the economic impact 
of lost and leaking methane can be measured, not in the millions, but in the billions of dollars. 

The energy sector is rapidly expanding and environmental protections are necessary to protect 
public health. While cost-effective solutions are available to address industrial gas leaks and 
power more homes and businesses, most of the industry has not adopted them. For example, 
studies show that the energy sector could cut their methane emissions, using commercially 
available technology and techniques, by 40 percent in 5 years at a cost of less than 1 cent per 
thousand cubic feet of natural gas. 

Enforceable standards provide the incentive necessary for energy companies to improve 
operations and reduce methane emissions by keeping gas in the system, using available and cost
effective mitigation technology. It is critical to ensure new and modified natural gas facilities 
coming online utilize the most advanced materials and components that increasingly reduce the 
needless venting of methane and keep gas where it belongs: in the system. 

UA's Recommendations for EPA Propa;ed Actions 

A. Reduced Emission Completions 
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Reduced Emission (or "green") Completions, as specified in the EPA's April 2012 New Source 
Performance Standards, have been effectively implemented by the industry and we believe 
extending these techniques to downstream oil and gas activities can be done in a timely, safe, and 
cost-effective manner. We hope to see the EPA methane standard ensure that the most modem 
fabrication and separation facilities are connected directly to wellhead activities and that the 
most up-to-date venting practices are required under the rule. 

B. Modern Compressors 

The use of modem compressors, particularly moving from wet-seal to dry-seal systems, has 
demonstrated an ability to deliver significant leak reductions. We believe the EPA standard, as 
proposed, will encourage the widespread adoption of the newest and best compression 
technologies, which will in tum improve pipeline system reliability and efficiency. 

C. Gathering Lines 

Gathering lines from the well head to compressor/transmission stations do not generally fall 
under federal oversight (neither EPA nor U.S. Department of Transportation/Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration), and state pipeline safety programs vary widely in 
regulating these critical parts of the pipeline system. Improving the handling process and quality 
of welds through these segments may offer significant emissions reduction benefits, and we 
believe they should have stronger oversight. 

D. Hydrostatic Testing/Transmission Pipeline Upgrades 

During the hydrostatic testing and/or upgrade of transmission pipelines, operators are required to 
evacuate natural gas from many miles of large diameter pipelines. With single line instances, 
there is not a great deal that can be done to recapture the lost gas as there is not another pipeline 
available nearby to which to evacuate. When another pipeline is available, however, generally 
once the natural gas pressure is equalized with a parallel pipeline, a mobile compressor unit is 
brought in to pump the lower pressure remaining gas into the other pipeline. However, operators 
currently approach these activities from a profit/loss standpoint and have sole discretion on how 
much natural gas to recover before opening the blow down valve and venting the remaining 
natural gas into the atmosphere. For instance, operators may deem that, once the evacuated line 
pressure gets down to 200 pounds per square inch (psi), the gas may be vented as it is no longer 
cost effective to pay UA contractors and members to continue the process. However, these 
practices may account for significant methane emissions. This often involves sections of pipeline 
as large as 42 inches in diameter and sections that may be as long as 40 miles in length. A 100 
psi difference in the amount released into the atmosphere in that example releases the equivalent 
of an estimated 8,000 tons of carbon dioxide (comparable to the annual emission of 1,800 cars). 
This process may be happening in several locations across the United States on any given day. 
Given the potential magnitude for emissions reductions, we request EPA to identify policy 
solutions (either independently or in concert with other agencies) that would reduce this impact. 

E. Downstream/Distribution Sources 
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Leaks are especially prevalent in more established coastal cities such as Boston, New York, 
Philadelphia, and Los Angeles, where many segments of the system date back to the 19th 
Century. Below our cities and towns, there are more than 100,000 miles ofleak-prone pipe made 
of aging materials, such as cast iron and bare steel, leaking methane up to 50 times that of 
advanced materials being installed today. These segments of our pipeline system may contribute 
up to a third of the nation's total un -combusted methane leaks. 

If the status quo continues, it could take 30 years (or more) to repair and replace these vulnerable 
segments of our distribution pipe systems. Moreover, states have not uniformly adopted a leak 
detection and repair (LDAR) approach. Many take an approach designed to vent natural gas 
directly into the air, which may still be effective in protecting workers and communities from 
explosion hazards, but has an obvious detrimental impact on air quality. 

We request the EPA to expand its standards to include downstream/distribution sources. While 
the agency's voluntary Natural Gas Star Challenge program provides for the exchange ofbest 
practices in efficiency and leak prevention, it lacks the regulatory backing needed to expedite 
their implementation ...... .If the EPA seeks to truly address methane emissions, it must factor and 
reduce downstream system methane leaks and losses. This will not only provide environmental 
benefits, but also improve safety and reduce waste (the costs of which are typically borne 
directly by end users, not by the industry). 

F. EPA's Propa;ed Rule Should Be Part of Collaborative Interagency Effort 

In order to meet the administration's goal of total methane reduction ofup to 45 percent of2012 
levels by 2025 without sacrificing safety and reliability, all federal agencies must work together 
in executing their respective initiatives. This includes the successful implementation of EPA's 
proposed methane rule and feasible natural gas provisions of the Department of Energy's 
Quadrennial Energy Review, as well as the ability of the U.S. Department of Transportation's 
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration to enforce safety and accountability. All 
of these agencies must work together to effectively reduce methane emissions, while still 
providing safe and affordable access to our domestic resources. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6761, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: John Quigley 
Commenter Affiliation: Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6800 
Comment Excerpt Number: 16 

Comment: Truck Load-Out Operations 

Produced water and natural gas condensate are stored in storage tanks and transported off-site 
from production operations via truck. These "truck load-out" operations are a significant source 
ofVOC emissions during the loading of liquids. EPA's proposed NSPS amendments do not 
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require any measures to reduce VOC emissions from truck load-out operations. In Pennsylvania, 
VOC emissions from truck load-out operations must be controlled by at least 95 per cent. 
Therefore, DEP recommends that EPA adopt truck load-out requirements consistent with DEP's 
permitting conditions, requiring at least a 95 percent level of control for VOC emissions from 
truck load-out operations. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6800, Excerpt 17. 

Commenter Name: Ali Mirzakhalili 
Commenter Affiliation: State of Delaware, Department ofNatural Resources & Environmental 
Control Division of Air Quality 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6796 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: Delaware has previously provided supporting comments for the EPA's efforts to 
reduce VOC emissions from the oil and gas sector. However, in those comments Delaware 
indicated that additional efforts by the EPA are required to ensure that NOx emissions from the 
oil and gas sector are also controlled to the high levels of efficiency that can be achieved from 
applicable, existing NOx control technologies in order to protect the health and welfare of 
downwind populations. Delaware's previous comments documented the high levels ofNOx 
emissions that are associated with the oil and gas sector's upstream operations. Delaware also 
indicated in these previous comments that the continued growth in the oil and gas sector 
upstream operations presented a growing impact on downwind air quality. However, the issues 
are not limited to the impact of new oil and gas sector operations, but also the impact of the 
expansion of utilization of existing NOx emitting equipment that lacks more recent emission 
control capabilities. A copy of Delaware's previous comments is attached for your reference. It is 
Delaware's opinion that these previous comments are still valid and EPA should further address 
the NOx emissions from all NOx emitting equipment associated with oil and gas drilling, 
extraction, processing, and transmission operations. 

The two charts below indicate that oil and gas well drilling, completion, and production continue 
at high rates in states upwind of the state of Delaware. Dozens of rotary rigs continue to be in 
weekly operation in the upwind states of Pennsylvania, Ohio, and West Virginia (the Baker 
Hughes website indicates that there were 62 rigs in operation during the week of November 25, 
2015 collectively for the states of Pennsylvania, Ohio, and West Virginia). These rotary rigs are 
being utilized to drill new oil and gas wells in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and West Virginia to exploit 
the access to oil and gas resources associated with the Marcellus and Utica shale and increase 
overall oil and gas production. As a result of the oil and gas sector's continued expansion, oil and 
gas production from Pennsylvania, Ohio, and West Virginia continues to increase on an annual 
basis. These relatively high levels of drilling, extraction, processing and transportation operations 
increase the emissions ofVOC and NOx, and thereby impact ozone formation and transport of 
ozone to downwind areas. 
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The chart below shows NOAA HYSPLIT Model backward trajectories for an ozone event that 
occurred in Delaware on July 22, 20Il. The model output estimated a backward trajectory to 
include southwestern Pennsylvania, northern West Virginia, and mid-eastern Ohio. These 
trajectories include some areas that contained a high concentration of oil and gas sector activities 
working the Marcellus and Utica shale regions. While this evaluation was specific to Delaware 
and for those atmospheric conditions, there is no reason to believe that similar situations could 
not be observed for any of the multitude oflocations in the U.S. where there is a concentration of 
upstream oil and gas activities (Bakken, Barnet, Eagle Ford, Marcellus, Utica, etc.). The 
potential adverse impact on downwind air quality of any of these upstream oil and gas sector 
emissions is in effect only dependent upon the occurrence of the appropriate atmospheric 
conditions. 

In summary, Delaware is concerned that, within the oil and gas sector, there are many significant 
VOCs and NOx emitting sources. These include emission sources at all stages of oil and natural 
gas extraction and processing. For example, we are concerned about the engines associated with 
drill rigs, and various pumps, well flares, heating units and refrigeration compressors. Emissions 
ofVOCs and NOx contribute to higher ozone levels downwind of the sources, thereby 
contributing negatively to the health and welfare of the population in the downwind areas. 
Therefore, it is necessary to address emissions that are generated at all stages of oil and natural 
gas extraction. 

Response: The EPA appreciates the commenters input; however, we are not regulating 
pollutants other than VOC and GHGs at this time. 

Commenter Name: J. Jared Snyder 
Commenter Affiliation: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6894 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: With the predicted widespread nonattainment of the recently revised ozone 
NAAQS, especially in States with large emissions from oil and natural gas activities, the 
DEC recommends that EPA address NOx emissions from this sector. Using the EPA oil and gas 
tool, the emissions from this sector were estimated to be over 880,000 tons per year nationally in 
2011. Because this represents such a significant and growing source ofNOx emissions, DEC 
urges EPA to address NOx emissions from source categories in this sector that are not currently 
regulated under the NSPS, and update existing standards to require greater reduction levels. For 
example, wellhead compressors account for 39.7% ofNOx emissions in the oil and natural gas 
sector but are not covered by this proposal. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6796, Excerpt 3. 
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Commenter Name: Stuart A. Clark and Ursula Nelson, Co-President 
Commenter Affiliation: National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6932 
Comment Excerpt Number: 11 

Comment: Finally, NACAA urges EPA to adopt an NSPS for nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions 
from the oil and natural gas sector. In 1985, EPA promulgated two NSPS mles- one to address 
VOC emissions from leaking components at onshore natural gas processing plants and the 
second to regulate sulfur dioxide emissions from natural gas processing plants. In 2012, the 
agency augmented the NSPS for VOCs and also added National Emissions Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants from the oil and natural gas industry. The 2012 NSPS were amended in 
2013 and 2014 to improve and clarify the standards. With this proposal, the agency seeks to 
amend the NSPS to address methane emissions. However, there are also a number of significant 
sources ofNOx emissions from oil and natural gas production and these emissions have 
substantial impacts on air quality and, therefore, public health. 

EPA has asserted that other standards and regulatory programs will capture NOx emissions from 
the oil and natural gas sector. But NACAA believes it would be far more effective to take a 
multi-pollutant approach to this rapidly expanding sector and comprehensively address all 
emissions from it, including NOx, through one regulation. Because EPA did not propose an 
NSPS for NOx in this action, the addition of such a standard would likely require reproposal, 
which would delay promulgation and implementation of the final mle. Therefore, NACAA 
encourages EPA to move forward to finalize the current proposal, incorporating the 
recommendations we offer in these comments, and to follow that with another proposal to further 
amend the NSPS to address NOx, which would allow for a robust discussion of such a 
requirement. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6796, Excerpt 3. 

Commenter Name: Stuart A. Clark, (Washington), Co-President and Ursula Nelson, (Pima 
County, AZ), Co-President 
Commenter Affiliation: National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NACAA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6961 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: Coverage ofNOx Emissions. Finally, NACAA urges EPA to adopt an NSPS for 
nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions from the oil and natural gas sector. In 1985, EPA promulgated 
two NSPS mles- one to address VOC emissions from leaking components at onshore natural 
gas processing plants and the second to regulate sulfur dioxide emissions from natural gas 
processing plants. In 2012, the agency augmented the NSPS for VOCs and also added National 
Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants from the oil and natural gas industry. The 
2012 NSPS were amended in 2013 and 2014 to improve and clarify the standards. With this 
proposal, the agency seeks to amend the NSPS to address methane emissions. However, there are 
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also a number of significant sources ofNOx emissions from oil and natural gas production and 
these emissions have substantial impacts on air quality and, therefore, public health. 

EPA has asserted that other standards and regulatory programs will capture NOx emissions from 
the oil and natural gas sector. But NACAA believes it would be far more effective to take a 
multi-pollutant approach to this rapidly expanding sector and comprehensively address all 
emissions from it, including NOx, through one regulation. Because EPA did not propose an 
NSPS for NOx in this action, the addition of such a standard would likely require reproposal, 
which would delay promulgation and implementation of the final rule. Therefore, NACAA 
encourages EPA to move forward to finalize the current proposal, incorporating the 
recommendations we offer in these comments, and to follow that with another proposal to further 
amend the NSPS to address NOx, which would allow for a robust discussion of such a 
requirement. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6796, Excerpt 3. 

Commenter Name: Morgan Lambert, Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer 
Commenter Affiliation: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District in California 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6974 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: Finally, and most importantly, the District strongly disagrees with EPA's statement 
that the proposed NSPS will benefit ambient air quality in the San Joaquin Valley. Existing VOC 
controls are already effective in the San Joaquin Valley, and more fundamentally, modeling 
studies in the San Joaquin Valley demonstrate that VOC is not the reagent that limits production 
of ground-level ozone. District modelling has shown that the key to attainment of Federal ozone 
standards in the San Joaquin Valley is reduction of oxides of nitrogen. A similar NOx -limited 
situation exists for winter-time particulate (PM2.5) non-attainment in the San Joaquin Valley. 
Unfortunately, additional combustion required by the proposed regulation to control VOC will 
contribute adversely to air quality by increasing NOx emissions. 

Similarly, additional NOx associated with combustion processes designed to control methane 
will adversely impact air quality in the San Joaquin Valley. This is an unacceptable result
increases in criteria pollutants that directly and negatively affect the health of San Joaquin Valley 
residents should not be allowed as an intended or unintended consequence of efforts to reduce 
GHGs. 

For these reasons, we recommend that no NOx-producing control technologies be required or 
allowed by the NSPS in nonattainment areas where the relevant nonattainment status is NOx
limited (that is, where NOx emissions reductions are the primary means of achieving 
attainment). IfNOx increases are required or allowed by the NSPS, EPA must fully address the 
associated impacts in the San Joaquin Valley, and on other similarly-situated NOx-limited 
regions of the country, under the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6796, Excerpt 3. 

Commenter Name: J. Jared Snyder, Assistant Commissioner for Air Resources, Climate 
Change Energy 
Commenter Affiliation: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7006 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: With the predicted widespread nonattainment of the recently revised ozone NAAQS, 
especially in States with large emissions from oil and natural gas activities, the DEC 
recommends that EPA address NOx emissions from this sector. Using the EPA oil and gas tool, 
the emissions from this sector were estimated to be over 880,000 tons per year nationally in 
2011. Because this represents such a significant and growing source ofNOx emissions, DEC 
urges EPA to address NOx emissions from source categories in this sector that are not currently 
regulated under the NSPS, and update existing standards to require greater reduction levels. For 
example, wellhead compressors account for 39.7% ofNOx emissions in the oil and natural gas 
sector but are not covered by this proposal. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6796, Excerpt 3. 

Commenter Name: Molly Van Engelenhoven 
Commenter Affiliation: Environmental Studies and Political Science Major, Department of 
Environment and Society, Utah State University 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6242 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: The EPA's proposed Methane Rule has good intentions, but ultimately does not go 
far enough to successfully mitigate the effects of climate change. The Methane Rule plays it too 
safe with its additional regulations on methane, while still failing to target many of the biggest 
greenhouse gas emitters, and fails to do anything new in environmental regulation. However, 
there is no denying that The Methane Rule is a step in the right direction for the United States, 
who significantly lack in collective efforts to regulate pollution, thus mitigating the effects of 
climate change on the world. This rule may also clarify many public misconceptions about 
environmental regulation and climate change. 

There is, unfortunately, still a great deal of uncertainty regarding climate change in the United 
States. Although it has been scientifically proven, about half of the population still do not think 
that climate change is real (Leiserowitz, A., Maibach, E., Roser-Renouf, C., & Smith, N, 2014). 
Politicians also use this as a major platform for their political agendas. An example of this can be 
seen on Utah Senator Orrin Hatch's website (Hatch, 2015). Liberals tend to acknowledge climate 
change and mitigate it, while conservative prefer self-policing (Hoffman, 2012). Essentially, it is 
difficult for many civilians to get an unbiased perspective on climate change because it is such a 
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politically charged issue, when, in reality, it is a scientific fact that the United States is reluctant 
to take an official stance on. In that sense, The Methane Rule acts as a step in the right direction 
for a nation that remains undecided regarding climate change. This shows that the federal 
government is taking steps toward fighting climate change, because they are willing to regulate a 
greenhouse gas that is speeding up the climate change process, despite the public's confusion. 
This will also send a message to the public, and perhaps more people will begin to accept and 
understand that climate change is real after this rule has been passed. 

However, this rule should be doing more besides regulating methane. While methane is much 
more difficult to remove from the atmosphere, carbon dioxide still accounts for much more of 
the greenhouse gasses present in the atmosphere (approximately 82%) (Nyman, 2014, pp. 5). 
Methane only makes up about 10% of greenhouse gasses in the atmosphere. The Methane Rule 
targets industrial methane emitters, specifically, the process of hydraulic fracking for fossil fuels 
found in shale, a process which released large quantities for methane from the shale. This is also 
a questionable choice, since industrial methane accounts for approximately 29% of all methane 
emissions, with livestock at a close second, at 27% (EPA, 2015, pp. 4). In short, The Methane 
Rule is targeting the wrong emissions, if the goal is to significantly reduce carbon emission 
abundance in the atmosphere. If this was the case, the rule would be better suited to target the 
transportation sector of the United States (Nyman, 2014, pp. 9). This would also send a stronger 
message to people that climate change is real and that we have to act individually and 
collectively to properly mitigate climate change. 

The Methane Rule is reinforcing the inefficient, pollutant-producing infrastructure that the 
United States needs to let go of Instead, it targets the new technology of hydraulic fracturing, or 
fracking (Warrick, 2015, pp. 1). Fracking has created an economic boom for many areas of the 
United States, such as North Dakota, and has yielded huge volumes of gas and oil (Dews, 2015, 
pp. 4). While fracking does have many potential environmental consequences, the extent of 
which are not entirely known yet, it is ultimately better to have a good source of domestic oil, 
and be independent of foreign oil (Usburne, 2014, pp. 8). If this rule shuts down our supply of 
domestic oil, we will have to return to importing oil, which may or may not be a reliable 
resource, due to political or economic instability of many oil exporting countries. Ultimately, the 
United States needs oil and gas to function, with its current infrastructure. Therefore, the citizens 
of the United States deem it acceptable to do whatever is necessary to obtain fossil fuels whether 
through importing or drilling it domestically. This rule needs to be targeting the real problem, 
which is infrastructure and a socioeconomic culture that remains dependent on oil and gasoline, 
rather than fracking. Targeting fracking will also likely punish the consumer, by increasing the 
price of gasoline for personal transportation (Dews, 2015, pp. 3). While a price increase will 
likely decrease driving, thereby increasing carbon emissions, this will likely increase the public 
resentment towards government regulation and climate change mitigation, which is already a 
major domestic problem. While the United States needs to decrease the amount of methane and 
carbon dioxide it produces, targeting a stable, domestic resource of oil and gas is not the best 
way to decrease the United States' dependence on fossil fuels. 

This rule would be more effective if it encouraged the creation of hybrid technologies, pairing 
hydro, wind and solar power with fossil fuels to generate power. Introducing these renewable 
technologies in waves into the United States will help alleviate the people's apprehension 
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regarding the switch to renewable technology. Additionally, it seems that many people fail to 
understand that, in order to become a sustainable society, the United States does not need to 
completely eliminate the use of fossil fuels, but instead, balance it with other energy sources. The 
gradual integration of renewable and clean energy sources will likely have a longer lasting effect 
on the United States, in terms of climate change mitigation, rather than more regulation of a 
small sector of methane. 

While The Methane Rule exhibits a step in the right direction, for the United States taking a 
collective position on controlling emission that are precursors for climate change, it ultimately is 
not targeting the right things. Methane is significantly less abundant in the atmosphere than 
carbon dioxide. Additionally, The Methane Rule targets industrial methane, mostly from 
fracking, even though agricultural practices are producing almost as much methane. It also 
avoids targeting outdated infrastructure that will continue to create greenhouse gases, but rather 
targets a stable source of domestic fuel. This rule will have little overall effect on fight against 
climate change. This rule marks the beginning of the United States taking a more active role 
against climate change, but, in my opinion, should be reconsidered to create more long term 
effect. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6796, Excerpt 3. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 246 

Comment: Methane is a very powerful greenhouse gas or climate change gas. There's a lot of 
other emissions that go along with methane that are very harmful to public health that when you 
capture the methane, when you try to put these -- they will have the benefit of getting the other 
particulates, you know, of all of the other things, the benzene, and other stuff 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6796, Excerpt 3. 
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15.3 Additional Regulatory Requirements 

Commenter Name: T. Bacci 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471 
Comment Excerpt Number: 13 

Comment: We urge-- you to improve the proposed rules to include: 

• Including communities in the pollution-detection process. A citizen complaint system is 
needed to allow communities living near fracked gas infrastructure to alert the EPA if 
they detect odors or air pollution events nearby 

Response: The EPA does not believe that it is necessary for the final rule to include a 
mechanism for citizen complaints. State and local agencies already provide means for submitting 
and responding to complaints. In addition, citizens may lodge complaints about potential 
violations of environmental laws directly with the EPA 
at https :1 /www. epa. gov /home/forms/contact -epa. 

Commenter Name: S. Hathaway 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6473 
Comment Excerpt Number: 14 

Comment: We urge you, even knowing that it's futile, to improve the proposed weak rules to 
include: 

• Including communities in the pollution-detection process: A citizen complaint system is 
needed to allow communities living near fracked gas infrastructure to alert the EPA when 
they detect odors and other air pollution nearby (as if you want to hear from citizen 
victims of your government-sponsored pollution!); 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471, Excerpt 13. 

Commenter Name: Robert M. Gould 
Commenter Affiliation: San Francisco Bay Area Physicians for Social Responsibility (SF Bay 
PSR) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6819 
Comment Excerpt Number: 11 

Comment: Include community input in the pollution-detection process. A citizen complaint 
system is needed to allow communities living near fossil fuel extraction, processing and pipeline 
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infrastructure to alert the EPA if they detect odors or notice evidence of air pollution events 
nearby. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471, Excerpt 13. 

Commenter Name: Robert LeResche, Chair 
Commenter Affiliation: Western Organization ofResource Councils (WORC) et al. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6962 
Comment Excerpt Number: 9 

Comment: Involving residents of impacted communities in the detection and 
reporting process. 

We urge EPA to include regulatory mechanisms for the involvement of local residents living or 
working near oil and gas facilities to participate in the detection and reporting processes. People 
living or working in close proximity to oil and gas operations are often the first people to smell, 
observe, and hear issues related to oil and gas wells and infrastructure. For example, in Western 
North Dakota rancher Brenda Jorgenson found that a gas flare had gone out on an oil well within 
700 feet of her home. The result of the flare going out was that Ms. Jorgenson's home was filled 
with vented natural gas and associated VOCs and the family was forced to evacuate. When Ms. 
Jorgenson and her husband tried to call the emergency number listed by the oil and gas company 
operating the well they got only a busy signal. It was only after they called county emergency 
managers about the flare in the morning to inform them of the situation that the well operator 
came and reignited the flare. The Jorgenson's example is but one of many of people living in 
close proximity to oil and gas operations, and it highlights the need for local people to be able to 
report incidents as they happen. In the case of the Jorgensons maybe something could have been 
done much faster to reignite the flare. 

In order to allow those living close to oil and gas operations to have the ability to report we 
suggest that the EPA work with states to ensure that each state has a easily accessible telephone 
number and/or website that residents can contact if they suspect there is an oil and gas air 
emissions issue near their place of residence. Ensuring citizen reporting mechanisms are in place 
in each state will provide a means for people to report emissions events and reduce the time it 
take regulators and oil companies to investigate and remedy the issue. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471, Excerpt 13. 

Commenter Name: Jennifer Cassel, Staff Attorney 
Commenter Affiliation: Environmental Law & Policy Center 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6994 
Comment Excerpt Number: 8 
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Comment: Specifically, as delineated by our colleague Earthworks in their separate comments 
on this proposed rule, the draft rule should be revised to include: 

• Provisions to include communities in the pollution-detection process. A citizen complaint 
system is needed to facilitate communications to EPA from community members near oil 
and gas infrastructure as to odors or air pollution events nearby. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471, Excerpt 13. 

Commenter Name: Julie Archer, Project Manager; and David McMahon, J.D., Co-Founder 
Commenter Affiliation: West Virginia Surface Owners' Rights Organization (WVSORO) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7066 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: It is also imperative to include affected communities in the pollution -detection 
process. A citizen complaint system is needed to allow communities living near oil and gas 
facilities to alert the EPA if they detect odors or air pollution events nearby. A 2013 study 
conducted by the West Virginia University School of Public Health for the state Department of 
Environmental Protection recommended real-time continuous monitoring of noise, light, dust 
and other air pollutants at the boundary of natural gas operations or at a nearby residence, and the 
use of Best Available Control Technology by drillers to limit and reduce emissions. In addition 
to regulators, this type of monitoring would provide valuable information to communi ties about 
harmful air pollution and help them assist regulators in doing something about it. Unfortunately, 
the recommendations from this study have not been implemented or incorporated into state law. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471, Excerpt 13. 

Commenter Name: Terry Lansdell, Program Director 
Commenter Affiliation: Clean Air Carolina 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7241 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: Including communities in the pollution detection process. A citizen complaint system 
is needed to allow communities living near fracked gas infrastructure to alert the EPA if they 
detect odors or air pollution events nearby 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471, Excerpt 13. 

Commenter Name: J. Young 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6469 
Comment Excerpt Number: 11 

Comment: We urge -- you to improve the proposed rules to include: 

Including communities in the pollution-detection process. A citizen complaint system is needed 
to allow communities living near fracked gas infrastructure to alert the EPA if they detect odors 
or air pollution events nearby; 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471, Excerpt 13. 

Commenter Name: Alan Krupnick, Jan Mares and Clayton Munnings 
Commenter Affiliation: Resources for the Future 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6918 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: The proposed rule includes a suite of command and control mechanisms without 
careful consideration of market based approaches including an emissions trading system or 
emissions tax. These two market based approaches would require an improved emissions 
inventory for methane sources in the oil and gas sector in order to be effective, yet would allow 
regulated sources to cost effectively choose how to capture methane emissions. A third market 
based approach would be a fee and rebate system. Under such a system, methane emissions 
would be taxed on a per ton basis then rebated at each transfer of ownership with the process 
repeating (e.g. taxed after the processing plant, rebated as the processing plant relinquishes 
ownership to transmission companies which are taxed and rebated when they relinquish 
ownership to distribution companies). A fee and rebate approach would avoid the need for an 
improved emissions inventory and would maintain incentives for cost effective abatement. If the 
EPA considers regulation of methane from existing sources under Ill (d) which would give the 
agency more discretion to use a wider set of policies than under Ill (b) we recommend it 
contemplate using a market based approach. 

Response: As we discussed in the preamble to the proposed rule, CAA section lll(a)(l) defines 
"a standard of performance" as "a standard for emissions of air pollutants which reflects the 
degree of emission limitation achievable through the application of the best system of emission 
reduction which (taking into account the cost of achieving such reduction and any nonair quality 
health and environmental impact and energy requirement) the Administrator determines has been 
adequately demonstrated." This definition makes clear that the standard of performance must be 
based on controls that constitute "the best system of emission reduction ... adequately 
demonstrated". The standard that the EPA develops, based on the BSER, is commonly a 
numerical emissions limit, expressed as a performance level (e.g., a rate-based standard). 
Generally, the EPA does not prescribe a particular technological system that must be used to 
comply with a standard of performance. Rather, sources generally can select any measure or 
combination of measures that will achieve the emissions level of the standard. While the EPA 
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has discretion on how to carry out CAA requirements, we do not believe the methodology 
described by the commenter is appropriate for this rule. 

Commenter Name: Cory Hansen, et al. 
Commenter Affiliation: Institute for Policy Integrity at New York University School of Law 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6931 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: EPA Should Consider Allowing Emissions Trading in This or Future 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Rules. 

The Proposed Rule addresses methane emissions from the majority of the natural gas and oil 
supply chain (production, processing, transportation and storage, distribution). This proposal 
follows EPA's work to regulate carbon emissions from power plants and greenhouse gases from 
various mobile sources. Unfortunately, by regulating one industry sector-and sometimes one 
greenhouse gas-one at a time, and in isolation from other regulatory programs, EPA forecloses 
the potential benefits of trading emissions reduction credits among types of greenhouse gases 
and among different regulated sectors. To take advantage of the flexibility offered by Clean Air 
Act Section Ill, EPA should allow trading of different types of greenhouse gases and allow 
inter- and intra-sector trading. 

To increase flexibility, EPA could define "air pollutants" as the mix of greenhouse gases emitted 
from the oil and gas sector and set emission requirements in terms of carbon dioxide
equivalents. In fact, EPA took this approach in its Section 202 endangerment finding. In addition 
to fugitive methane emissions, the oil and gas sector emits carbon dioxide during processing as 
well as flaring, and the reaction ofVOCs and nitrogen oxides create ozone in the presence of 
sunlight. Allowing trading among greenhouse gases could yield substantial efficiency benefits. 
Setting emission requirements in terms of carbon dioxide-equivalents would allow firms to target 
emissions abatement efforts towards greenhouse gases and components that have the lowest 
marginal abatement cost. This flexibility should lead to more cost-effective reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

There is no express statutory preclusion to trading across or within categories. As defined under 
Section Ill, a standard of performance is based on "the best system of emission reduction ... 
taking into account the cost." This language almost certainly is broad enough to enable EPA to 
use its statutory discretion to permit trading as the most efficient (and therefore the "best") 
system for reducing emissions at the sector level. In 1990, Congress amended Section Ill to 
remove the word "technology" from its definition of performance standards, demonstrating 
congressional intent to increase the flexibility of the "standard of performance" phrase and 
freeing Section Ill (a)( 1) from any statutory requirement that the standards be technology
based. Similarly, in the present new and modified sources context, Section lll(b)(5) expressly 
states that, except as provided for in Section 74ll(h) (which addresses work practice and other 
alternative standards), "nothing in this section shall be construed to require ... any new or 
modified source to install and operate any particular technological system of continuous 

15-221 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00221 



emission reduction to comply with any new standard of performance." Thus the statutory text 
and legislative history support EPA's authority to apply flexible compliance mechanisms. 

Nearly all economists agree that the most efficient method to reduce greenhouse gas pollution is 
to give individual polluters maximum flexibility while still creating incentives for economy -wide 
emissions reductions. To this end, EPA should establish inter- and intra-sector trading. Under the 
Clean Power Plan, EPA sets and emissions budgets and states permit regulated stationary sources 
to trade credits to meet carbon dioxide reduction goals. Similarly, EPA could distribute a capped 
number of credit allowances to the oil and gas sector and allow these credits to be traded among 
emitters. 

Moreover, there may be potential for these two sectors (electricity utility generating units and the 
oil and natural gas sector) to be linked in a trading scheme. California has already established a 
cross-sector emissions trading scheme that includes the natural gas industry. Sources that can 
reduce emissions at a relatively low cost will benefit from doing so and selling any excess 
credits. Conversely, sources with relatively high abatement costs will be better off buying credits 
from others. In this way, the market will determine the most efficient allocation of emissions 
among regulated sources. 

Trading provides the most efficient mechanism to regulate emissions. In order to implement a 
trading scheme, EPA should consider taking advantage of the flexibility in Section Ill to permit 
intra- and inter-sector trading, as well as allowing trading among greenhouse gases. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6918, Excerpt 3. 

Commenter Name: Cory Hansen, et al. 
Commenter Affiliation: Institute for Policy Integrity at New York University School of Law 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6931 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: EPA should assess a full range of regulatory alternatives for each of the components 
of the Proposed Rule. The only difference among the three alternatives EPA currently considers 
in the proposal is the frequency of optical gas imaging (OGI) for leak detection and repair 
surveys. EPA should have considered more and less stringent alternatives for the other aspects of 
the Proposed Rule, to determine whether different requirements would have resulted in greater 
net benefits. 

Option 2, EPA's selected alternative, requires fugitive emissions survey and repair programs to 
be performed semiannually at new or re-fractured oil and natural gas well sites, new or modified 
gathering and boosting stations, and new or modified transmission and storage compressor 
stations. Option 1 requires annual fugitive emissions surveys at new or modified well sites and 
semiannual frequency at other new and modified sites. Option 3 requires quarterly fugitive 
emissions surveys at all new or modified sites. These annual, semiannual, and quarterly fugitive 
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emissions surveys are assumed to result in emission reductions of 40 percent, 60 percent, and 80 
percent, respectively. 

OMB Circular A-4 calls for the consideration of"all appropriate alternatives for the key 
attributes or provisions of the rule." And Executive Order 13,563 requires that agencies "select, 
in choosing among alternative regulatory approaches, those approaches that maximize net 
benefits (including potential economic, environmental, public health and safety, and other 
advantages; distributive impacts; and equity)." Some experts consider the evaluation of 
alternatives to be the most important element of policy analysis. For the analysis to be 
meaningful, agencies should consider "the full set of options deemed to be technically feasible 
and legally defensible." 

EPA should identify additional regulatory alternatives for each major component of the Proposed 
Rule and conduct benefit-cost analysis on these options, in order to develop a rule that 
maximizes net benefits. It is possible that more stringent options not identified in the Proposed 
Rule may have yielded higher net benefits. For example, EPA should have considered more 
stringent performance standards for compressors (proposed 95% reduction of methane and 
VOCs ); pneumatic controllers (proposed natural gas bleed rate limit of 6 standard cubic feet per 
hour); and pneumatic pumps (proposed 95 reduction of methane and VOCs in most segments). 
Because no more or less stringent alternatives were analyzed for each of these performance 
standards, it is difficult (if not impossible) for commenters to assess whether these standards 
maximize net benefits. 

Further, the shape of the benefit-cost curve is not yet clear, even for the OGI survey alternatives. 
The difference in costs and benefits between the least stringent option and selected option is 
minimal, but there is a large gap between the selected option and the most stringent option. This 
suggests that there may be a point between the selected option and the most stringent option that 
would be deliver more net benefits than the selected alternative. Ideally, EPA should identify and 
evaluate more stringent options, as resource constraints allow, until it can better identify the 
approximate level of stringency where net social benefits are maximized (i.e., the point where 
marginal benefits of additional regulation equalize marginal costs). 

Response: As detailed in the TSD for the proposed rule, the EPA considered all identified 
control options for each emission source regulated by the proposed rule. For those control 
options determined to be technically feasible, we performed an analysis to determine the cost per 
ton of emission reduction achieved by the control option. An emission standard for each 
emission source was then selected based on the results of this analysis. We believe this approach 
is the most appropriate process for carrying out the requirements ofCAA section lll(a)(l). 
While the EPA has discretion on how to carry out CAA requirements, we do not believe the 
methodology described by the commenter is appropriate for this rule. 

Commenter Name: Cory Hansen, et al. 
Commenter Affiliation: Institute for Policy Integrity at New York University School of Law 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6931 
Comment Excerpt Number: 7 

Comment: EPA should not delay implementing the Proposed Rule, but it should consider 
conducting a break-even analysis to determine whether the unquantified benefits of the rule 
warrant selecting a more stringent alternative. 

Executive Order 12,866 requires that agencies consider "all costs and benefits of available 
regulatory alternatives," including "qualitative measures of costs and benefits that are difficult to 
quantify, but nevertheless essential to consider." And Executive Order 13,563 requires that 
agencies "take into account benefits and costs, both quantitative and qualitative." 

Benefit-cost analysis is one of the primary tools to use when choosing between regulatory 
alternatives. If important costs and benefits cannot be monetized, break -even analyses is a useful 
tool. In a break-even analysis, an agency measures how high the unquantified benefits would 
have to be for the benefits to justify the costs (the break-even point), and then uses expert 
judgment to determine whether the unquantified or benefits are likely to be higher or lower than 
this point. The Office of Management and Budget has endorsed break-even analysis as "an 
important tool ... that has analytical value when quantification is speculative or impossible." 

In addition to quantifying net benefits using the Social Cost of Methane, EPA qualitatively 
evaluated reductions in VOCs and hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) with respect to air quality and 
health effects, as well as methane's impact on health due to exposure to ozone. The unquantified 
benefits associated with this Proposed Rule may be significant. For example, more frequent 
fugitive emission surveys would create environmental and health benefits from capturing 
additional VOCs, HAPs, and methane. To decide whether the unquantified benefits of VOC, 
HAP, and methane reduction warrant selecting a more stringent alternative, EPA should conduct 
a break-even analysis. Though EPA states that it is unable to monetize the benefits ofVOC 
reductions due to modeling uncertainty, it can use its professional judgment to determine 
whether the health and environment benefits discussed qualitatively warrant selecting Option 3, 
or an even more stringent alternative. 

To promulgate the most socially optimal Rule, EPA should use break-even analysis and its 
professional judgment to determine whether these additional benefits justify selecting a more 
stringent alternative. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6931, Excerpt 6. 

Commenter Name: Eric Schaeffer, Sparsh Khandeshi and Adam Kron, Environmental Integrity 
Project (EIP) on behalf of Adrian Shelley III, Executive Director, 
Commenter Affiliation: Air Alliance Houston et al. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953 
Comment Excerpt Number: 22 
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Comment: Flaring Events at Tanks, Compressor Stations, and Other Facilities Upstream 
of Processing Plants are a Significant Problem 

Natural gas processing is functionally interrelated with production, and the two segments are 
dependent on each other. If there is a problem with natural gas processing equipment, natural gas 
producers upstream of the plant either have to shut down production or flare large quantities of 
gas. For example, on November 24,2015, Hess Corporation reported the release of more than 
130 million standard cubic feet of natural gas per day during a multi-day malfunction at its Tioga 
Gas Plant in North Dakota. More than half of the gas, nearly 90 million standard cubic feet each 
day, was released at six Hess-operated compressor stations that collect and transport gas from 
nearby field operations to the Tioga Plant, some of which were as far as 3 7 miles from the plant. 
Figure 2 demonstrates the large number of facilities owned and operated by Hess located in the 
vicinity of the Tioga Gas Plant, including the compressor stations that experienced increased 
flaring due to the plant's malfunction and maintenance. 

[Figure 2: Oil and Gas Facilities Owned and Operated by Hess surrounding its Tioga Gas Plant 
(North Dakota, 2015) illustrating on a map the Hess facilities and compressor stations 
surrounding Tioga Gas Plant] 

Data from Texas Commission on Environmental Quality's Emission Event Database shows a 
similar pattern. For example, ConocoPhillips reported flaring a total of 675,000 standard cubic 
feet of natural gas at its East Waddell Ranch Field across five tank batteries in March 2013. 
According to ConocoPhillips' report, the flaring resulted from maintenance and repairs at the 
Goldsmith Gas Plant, which receives the company's production from this field. ConocoPhillips's 
explained that the gas was "proportioned" across the emergency flares at several upstream tank 
batteries, making clear that the equipment is interdependent and that operators have the ability to 
take action in events like these. Later in 2013, an amine leak at the Goldsmith Plant caused 
another company, Oxy Petroleum, to release nearly 20 tons ofVOCs from its gathering and 
production equipment in the region. These data points demonstrate that malfunctions, 
maintenance, and other events at processing plants can cause significant releases at upstream 
facilities. 

B. EPA Should Amend the Proposed Rule to Require Processing Facility Operators to 
Notify Operators of Connected Upstream Facilities 

EPA should amend the Proposed Rule to address these significant releases. One of the simplest 
ways to address this issue would be to require operators of processing plants to provide advance 
notification to operators of connected compressor stations, tank batteries, well sites, and other 
facilities in the event that the processing plant operator intends to take the plant offline for 
maintenance. Under such a provision, processing plant operators would notify all upstream 
operators connected by pipeline within one week of any planned maintenance so that these 
operators could take mitigating measures to prevent flaring, such as reducing production and 
ensuring the availability of needed equipment. Given that the operators of these upstream 
facilities likely already have a contractual relationship with the processing plant operator, the 
plant operator should have all needed contact information to ensure proper notification. 
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Where the event at the processing plant is unplanned, such as a malfunction, the plant operator 
should notify operators of all connected upstream facilities as soon as possible, but no later than 
twenty-four hours. Where the upstream facilities are also owned or operated by the same 
company, and where EPA has determined these facilities to be part of the same source pursuant 
to the forthcoming source determination rule, EPA should require that the operator ensure the 
prompt coordination of the facilities in planned and unplanned events. 

As a model for such notification provisions, EPA could use the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality's Air Emission Event Report Database and its required reporting 
mechanisms. For example, the reporting form provides for both planned maintenance and 
unplanned events, such as malfunctions. 

Through the addition of these simple notification and coordination requirements, EPA can make 
the Proposed Rule even more effective and address the significant issue of flaring in the 
expanding oil and gas industry. 

Response: We appreciate the commenters pointing out this situation. However, we do not 
believe it is feasible to implement the desired notification system in this rulemaking. A 
notification system as described by the commenters would require identification of all upstream 
entities from each processing plant, identification of a contact person at each upstream entity, 
establishing a means of contacting that person, and developing mechanisms to keep this 
information up-to-date. Even if such a system were developed, we question whether it would 
result in any emission reductions since the upstream entities generally must maintain operations 
even when the processing plant is offline. 

In the final rule, the EPA addressed the practice of combustion to dispose of gas that is 
associated with production of oil and condensate from the oil and gas sector. The EPA's 
approach to conservation of gas resources is to compel operators to start to capture gas as close 
in time to the initiation of flowback, and direct it to a useful purpose, and continue that capture 
throughout the production, gathering, processing, transmission, and storage chain. The EPA 
promulgated §60.5375 in subpart 0000 and carried forward similar requirements in §60.5375a 
for hydraulically fractured and re-fractured wells, directing that sources capture natural gas as 
soon as technically feasible. In the absence of technical feasibility, operators must document how 
they concluded that capture was not possible, justifying why they were compelled to flare natural 
gas for lack of any reasonable alternative. 

The EPA also provided opportunities for the use of gas in a process that might otherwise be 
combusted. Subpart OOOOa defines "route to a process" to mean that "the emissions are 
conveyed via a closed vent system to any enclosed portion of a process where the emissions are 
predominantly recycled and/or consumed in the same manner as a material that fulfills the same 
function in the process and/or transformed by chemical reaction into materials that are not 
regulated materials and/or incorporated into a product; and/or recovered." Across affected 
facilities including vapor recovery units, storage vessels, reciprocating and centrifugal 
compressors, pumps and valves we created the regulatory framework that routing emissions to a 
process constituted the BSER for reducing methane and VOC emissions, where possible. (See 
§§60.5365a, 60.5380a, 60.5385a, 60.5393a, 60.5395a, and 60.5410a.) 
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Finally, the EPA has added requirements on new well affected facility operators to show due 
diligence in seeking alternatives to combustion for associated gas. (See 60.5420a(c)(1)(iii)(A)) 
For operators that have found associated gas that do not have readily accessible gathering 
facilities to capture the gas, the operators are obligated to show they have explored how or when 
such facilities could be made available to capture and use the gas, rather than combust it. 

Commenter Name: Eric Schaeffer, Sparsh Khandeshi and Adam Kron, Environmental Integrity 
Project (EIP) on behalf of Adrian Shelley III, Executive Director, 
Commenter Affiliation: Air Alliance Houston et al. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953 
Comment Excerpt Number: 21 

Comment: EPA Should Add Requirements to Prevent Flaring at Upstream and Midstream 
Facilities Due to Maintenance and Malfunctions at Processing Facilities 

A significant issue that EPA has not addressed in the Proposed Rule is flaring events that occur 
at tank batteries, compressor stations, and other facilities due to maintenance and malfunctions at 
downstream processing plants. 

[Table 4: Natural Gas Facility Flaring Emissions (Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, 
2013) and Table 5: Natural Gas Facility Flaring Emissions (Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality, 2014) presenting the 2013 and 2014 natural gas flaring emissions in 
Texas] 

EPA should amend the Proposed Rule to add requirements for operators of processing plants to 
notify upstream operators of connected wells, tanks, and compressor stations in advance of any 
maintenance events so they can decrease production or take other mitigating measures to avoid 
flaring. Similarly, if a malfunction occurs at a processing plant, EPA should require the operator 
of the malfunctioning facility to notify all operators of potentially impacted upstream equipment 
as soon as possible. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. 

Commenter Name: Robert LeResche, Chair 
Commenter Affiliation: Western Organization ofResource Councils (WORC) et al. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6962 
Comment Excerpt Number: 8 

Comment: Our members are also concerned about the widespread practice of flaring at oil and 
gas operations in our region. Flaring is a waste of a valuable natural resource, and impacts air 
quality, public health, and the climate. We urge EPA to take additional action to limit pollution 
from flaring. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. 

Commenter Name: Colleen Cooley 
Commenter Affiliation: Dine Citizens Against Ruining Our Environment 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6883 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: Ensure that oil and gas companies use or bring to market captured gas, instead of 
flaring it. For a number of processes covered by the proposed standards, operators can either 
capture gas for sale or for a beneficial use on-site, or bum the captured gas in a flare or 
incinerator. The former option is generally preferable to the latter, since it reduces harmful 
pollution and avoids waste. And, in almost all cases, oil and gas companies can utilize the gas 
instead of flaring if they properly plan and design their equipment. EPA must specify that the use 
of flares should be permitted only in exceptional situations where it is genuinely infeasible to 
capture the gas for sale or on-site use or to use zero-emitting equipment; and EPA must ensure 
that any flares bum as cleanly as possible. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. 

Commenter Name: Richard Eidlin, Vice President, Policy and Campaigns 
Commenter Affiliation: American Sustainable Business Council (ASBC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6916 
Comment Excerpt Number: 7 

Comment: Lastly, EPA's final rule should require oil and gas companies to reduce the flaring of 
gas. Flaring gas is wasteful, and operators have other options such as sending the gas to a sales 
line or using on-site. Flaring gas should only be permitted in exceptional situations and EPA 
should require that flares must bum as cleanly as possible. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. 

Commenter Name: Seth B. C. Shonkoff, Executive Director, Jake Hays, Director, 
Environmental Health Program and Renee L. Santoro Director, Energy Environment Program, 
Commenter Affiliation: PSE Healthy Energy 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6951 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: Use and Capture Gas for the Market Instead of Flaring. EPA should ensure that 
oil and gas companies use or bring to market captured gas rather than flaring it. Flaring should 
only be permitted in exceptional situations where it is infeasible to capture the gas for sale or on-
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site use. If the gas is used on site or is flared, there should be extensive monitoring to ensure that 
the emissions do not contain harmful levels of hazardous and criteria air pollutants, as can be the 
case in particular in more natural gas liquid-rich and "wet" oil and gas plays. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. 

Commenter Name: Fort Berthold Protectors of Water and Earth Rights (POWER) 
Commenter Affiliation: Fort Berthold Protectors of Water and Earth Rights (POWER) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6975 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: Also, require oil and gas companies to capture gas at the well head and bring it to 
market to reduce flaring in our homelands. And to create a protocol for communities to report 
pollution. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. 

Commenter Name: Julie Archer, Project Manager; and David McMahon, J.D., Co-Founder 
Commenter Affiliation: West Virginia Surface Owners' Rights Organization (WVSORO) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7066 
Comment Excerpt Number: 10 

Comment: In addition, we urge you to improve the proposed rules to: 

Require oil and gas companies to use or bring to market captured gas, rather than flare it, unless 
truly extraordinary circumstances make flaring unavoidable. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 15 

Comment: Let's see. Some talking points. Texas regulators have expanded the use of permits to 
allow extended flaring, issuing more than 3,012 permits in the financial year 2014. Compared 
to 2015, so far, we've had 5,207 permits. It's out of control. We really need your help. 
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The other point I wanted to make is analysis has shown that operators in the Eagle Ford Shale 
south of San Antonio are flaring or venting up to 8 percent of all gas produced. In some counties, 
it is as high as 30 percent of all gas. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6953, Excerpt 22. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 161 

Comment: Finally, these rules and any future proposed rules for leaks and existing infrastructure 
will only achieve their intended impact if there are mandatory inspections. Enforcement of 
existing environmental standards is extremely weak in Texas, and we cannot expect any better if 
routine inspections are not required. 

Response: We appreciate the concern expressed by the commenter concerning proper oversight. 
However, onsite inspection of affected facilities is a function of the responsible regulatory 
agency or tribal authority. Whether onsite inspections occur is largely a function of staff 
availability and resources, which is best managed at the local level. In addition, citizens may 
lodge complaints about potential violations of environmental laws directly with the EPA 
at https :1 /www. epa. gov /home/forms/contact -epa. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 23 

Comment: I'd like the final national standards to require source operators to use zero-emitting 
equipment that capture gas for sale or beneficial use on site. 

Response: In the preamble to the proposed rule, we described our process of selecting BSER for 
each affected facility and how we determined the regulatory standard based on those BSER 
determinations (see 80 FR 56616). Wherever possible in conjunction with our BSER analysis, 
the final rule requires capture of natural gas for sale or other beneficial use. For example, the 
standards for well completions require reduced emissions completions (RECs) except where 
technically infeasible to do so. RECs require the capture of natural gas as soon as it is possible to 
operate a separator, and the captured natural gas must be routed to a sales line or used for another 
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useful purpose. We have also provided options for several affected facilities to route emissions to 
a process where they can serve a beneficial function (such as replacing a portion of the fuel 
required to run an engine). For pneumatic controllers at natural gas processing plants, we have 
specified in the final rule that the natural gas bleed rate be zero. While our BSER analysis did not 
always show that zero-emitting equipment is cost effective throughout the industry, we believe 
the final rule reflects the maximum amount of natural gas capture and subsequent sale or 
beneficial use allowable considering the results of our BSER analysis. 
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15.4 Opposition Due to Uncertainty 

Commenter Name: Mike Gibbons, Vice President- Production 
Commenter Affiliation: CountryMark Energy Resources, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6241 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: CountryMark Energy Resources, LLC has reviewed the proposed regulation that was 
published to the Federal Register on September 18th, 2015. During our review we found more 
than fifty times in the proposed regulation that EPA is soliciting comments from reviewers 
(regulated and non-regulated parties). These solicitations for comments range in context from the 
applicability of limits imposed on regulated organizations to logistics of third party audits of the 
regulated parties. We appreciate EPA's willingness to engage regulated organizations in the rule 
making process. 

Based on previous regulation publication timelines, we expect that this regulation will be 
published to the Federal Register during the middle of2016. With all of the solicitations for 
comment in the proposed regulation, we believe that there is a significant amount of uncertainty 
in what the final regulation will contain when completed next year. Page 227 states, "We solicit 
comment on all aspects of our proposal to regulate methane and VOC emissions from 
hydraulically fractured oil well completions". This statement communicates to regulated parties 
that any section of the final regulation could change measurably prior to final publication. 

The uncertainty created by all of the solicitations for comment significantly complicates our 
budgeting and long range planning process. We cannot reliably communicate our expected cost 
of compliance and manpower requirements for any time period. We believe that EPA should 
have spent more time developing the regulation with input from our industry. Much of the input 
is being requested through this proposed regulation instead of having discussions with members 
from our industry prior to publishing the proposed regulation. Soliciting this type of input prior 
to publishing the draft regulation would have enabled regulated parties to better plan and 
prepare, than to be required to wait for the final publication to understand what their regulatory 
requirements will be. 

Response: While the EPA appreciates the concern expressed by the commenters about our 
requests for comments in the preamble to the proposed rule, we point out that we were 
attempting to build upon our experience with previous rulemakings for the oil and natural gas 
production industry. We received numerous comments on the previous rulemakings expressing 
concern that the EPA was trying to create a "one size fits all" rule that did not take into account 
the diversity of facilities, operations, procedures, and basins throughout the country. In response, 
we requested comment wherever we thought it may be important to take into account this 
diversity, or where we had unresolved technical concerns, so that owners and operators could 
provide specific information to better inform our decision making process. Although we 
understand from these comments that our requests for comments may have created some level of 
uncertainty on the part of stakeholders, we do not believe that any such uncertainty was so great 
that owners and operators could not adequately plan for implementation of the final rule. 
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In response to the commenter' s concerns about planning for future compliance, we note that we 
have changed the beginning of the initial compliance period in the final rule as follows. For well 
completion operations of subcategory 1 wells that commence up to 180 days after publication of 
the final rule, flowback gases must be routed to a completion combustion device. Well 
completion operations commencing on or after 180 days after publication of the final rule must 
perform a REC if technically feasible. See section VI.E.5 of the preamble to the final rule for 
more detail regarding this issue. For pneumatic pumps, the initial compliance period begins 180 
days after publication of the final rule. See section VI.D.8 of the preamble to the final rule for 
more detail regarding this issue. The initial monitoring survey of the fugitive emissions 
monitoring program must take place within 60 days of the startup of production for well sites or 
60 days after the startup of a new compressor, or by one year after publication of the final rule, 
whichever is later. See sections VI.F .1.g and VI.F .2.f of the preamble to the final rule for more 
detail regarding this issue. 

Commenter Name: Mike Gibbons, Vice President- Production 
Commenter Affiliation: CountryMark Energy Resources, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6241 
Comment Excerpt Number: 53 

Comment: We believe that all of the solicitations for comment throughout the proposed 
regulation presents uncertainty to the regulated companies and to companies providing 
equipment and services to the regulated companies. This uncertainty will lead to regulated 
companies and suppliers waiting until the final regulation is published in the Federal Register 
before the companies fully invest in compliance activities. This uncertainty will impact our 
ability to comply with the final regulation within the required 60 days, as specified on Page 400. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6241, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Wesley D. Lloyd, Freeman Mills PC 
Commenter Affiliation: Texas Independent Producers and Royalty Owners Association 
(TIPRO) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6893 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: EPA Should Delay Implementation and Seek More Input 

Based on the high number of impractical requirements contained in the draft rules, along with the 
significant impact these regulations will have on the nation's economy and the industry as a 
whole, it is apparent that more time for thoughtful discussion and deliberation would be 
appropriate. EPA has not considered enough industry input, because the practical day -to-day 
operational aspects of the regulated community seem to have been ignored. 
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In order to effectively and efficiently regulate the industry, EPA must first understand the "nuts 
and bolts" of the industry. This knowledge should include how industry participants make 
business decisions, including: when it makes sense to risk capital to acquire new assets or drill 
new wells, how depletion of the non-renewable resources being developed might impact the 
bottom line (and long term viability of the endeavor) far into the future, how to best move 
products to market, when to purchase new equipment and hire new employees as opposed to 
leasing equipment and hiring independent contractors, etc. Every aspect of the industry is 
potentially affected by these new rules, and a fundamental understanding of the basic drivers of 
the economic engine that is the oil and gas industry appears to be woefully absent. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6241, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: J. Roger Kelley, Director, Regulatory Affairs 
Commenter Affiliation: Continental Resources, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6963 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: More importantly, as currently drafted, the Proposed Rules will impose an 
unsubstantiated combination of excessive cost and significant uncertainty on Continental and 
other oil and gas operators. By EPA's own admission the existing NSPS Subpart 0000 
("0000") has already achieved the Proposed Rules' stated goal of achieving by 2025 a 
reduction in methane emissions from the oil and natural gas production sector of 40-45% below 
2012levels. Furthermore, it becomes evident upon a thorough reading of the Proposed Rules that 
EPA has not invested sufficient time to understand the industry it is attempting to regulate - a 
fact which was previously confirmed by EPA's premature promulgation of OOOOa's 
predecessor, 0000. Because each of the Proposed Rules rests upon flawed cost analyses and 
unsupported conclusions, Continental respectfully requests EPA reconsider the Proposed Rules 
and issue revised Proposed Rules which incorporate comments submitted by Continental, API, 
AXPC, IP AA, WEA and NDPC. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6241, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: J. Roger Kelley, Director, Regulatory Affairs 
Commenter Affiliation: Continental Resources, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6963 
Comment Excerpt Number: 9 

Comment: The issues surrounding the proposed pneumatic pump requirements are 
representative of the contradictory and ambiguous provisions in and unintended consequences of 
the Proposed Rules and should, alone, form a sufficient basis for EPA's reconsideration of the 
rule. There are an even larger number of flawed provisions in the fugitive emissions (from well 
sites and compressor stations) requirements. The well site fugitive emissions discussion alone 
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(Section VIII.G.1, Rationale for Proposed Action for NSPS, Fugitive Emissions from Well Sites) 
has at least 23 solicitations for comment on issues where the agency admits it does not have 
sufficient knowledge or expertise to develop specific portions of the proposed regulation. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6241, Excerpt 2. 
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15.5 Standards are Unnecessary 

Commenter Name: W. Michael Scott, General Counsel 
Commenter Affiliation: Trilogy Operating, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603 
Comment Excerpt Number: 47 

Comment: EPA should likewise reconsider whether this Methane NSPS is necessary, given 
existing federal regulations ofVOC and greenhouse gas emissions. When EPA released Subpart 
0000, it estimated that the rule would reduce methane emissions by 1. 0 to 1. 7 million short 
tons. Given the reductions already achieved under this existing regulation, the proposed Rules 
are an unnecessary burden on the oil and gas industry that cannot be justified by the additional 
reductions in emissions that would result. 

Response: The EPA believes that GHG standards, in the form of limitations on methane, are 
warranted, even for those already subject to VOC standards under the 2012 NSPS; see section 
IV.D of the preamble for more information regarding this issue. See section IX of the preamble 
for more information regarding the costs and benefits of the final rule. 

Regarding the assertion that VOC standards are sufficient to control methane, please see the 
EPA's response to EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6927, Excerpt 6 (within RTC Chapter 2-
Methane) which includes reference to the preamble section IV.D (Establishing GHG standards in 
the form of limitations on methane emissions). 

Commenter Name: Bradley C. Cross, President/Partner 
Commenter Affiliation: Big Star Oil & Gas, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6757 
Comment Excerpt Number: 41 

Comment: EPA should likewise reconsider whether this Methane NSPS is necessary, given 
existing federal regulations ofVOC and greenhouse gas emissions. When EPA released Subpart 
0000, it estimated that the rule would reduce methane emissions by 1. 0 to 1. 7 million short 
tons. Given the reductions already achieved under this existing regulation, the proposed Rules 
are an unnecessary burden on the oil and gas industry that cannot be justified by the additional 
reductions in emissions that would result. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Glenn Prescott 
Commenter Affiliation: RK Petroleum Corporation 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6788 
Comment Excerpt Number: 42 
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Comment: EPA should likewise reconsider whether this Methane NSPS is necessary, given 
existing federal regulations ofVOC and greenhouse gas emissions. When EPA released Subpart 
0000, it estimated that the rule would reduce methane emissions by 1. 0 to 1. 7 million short 
tons. Given the reductions already achieved under this existing regulation, the proposed Rules 
are an unnecessary burden on the oil and gas industry that cannot be justified by the additional 
reductions in emissions that would result. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: W. Jeffrey Sparks 
Commenter Affiliation: Discovery Operating, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6790 
Comment Excerpt Number: 43 

Comment: EPA should likewise reconsider whether this Methane NSPS is necessary, given 
existing federal regulations ofVOC and greenhouse gas emissions. When EPA released Subpart 
0000, it estimated that the rule would reduce methane emissions by 1. 0 to 1. 7 million short 
tons. Given the reductions already achieved under this existing regulation, the proposed Rules 
are an unnecessary burden on the oil and gas industry that cannot be justified by the additional 
reductions in emissions that would result. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Josh W. Luig 
Commenter Affiliation: Veritas Energy, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6797 
Comment Excerpt Number: 44 

Comment: EPA should likewise reconsider whether this Methane NSPS is necessary, given 
existing federal regulations ofVOC and greenhouse gas emissions. When EPA released Subpart 
0000, it estimated that the rule would reduce methane emissions by 1.0 to 1.7 million short 
tons. Given the reductions already achieved under this existing regulation, the proposed Rules 
are an unnecessary burden on the oil and gas industry that cannot be justified by the additional 
reductions in emissions that would result. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Rick D. Davis, Jr. 
Commenter Affiliation: Midland Energy, Inc. and Petroplex Energy, Inc. 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6801 
Comment Excerpt Number: 42 

Comment: EPA should likewise reconsider whether this Methane NSPS is necessary, given 
existing federal regulations ofVOC and greenhouse gas emissions. When EPA released Subpart 
0000, it estimated that the rule would reduce methane emissions by 1.0 to 1.7 million short 
tons. Given the reductions already achieved under this existing regulation, the proposed Rules 
are an unnecessary burden on the oil and gas industry that cannot be justified by the additional 
reductions in emissions that would result. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Jim Welty 
Commenter Affiliation: Marcellus Shale Coalition 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6803 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: The MSC appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed NSPS. Generally, 
we believe, as do many others, that the need for direct regulation of methane under Clean Air 
Act Section 111(b) is unnecessary. Methane emissions from this industry have declined by 13.3 
percent in the face of a 400 percent increase in production since 2008 without the existence of 
methane regulations. This trend would undoubtedly continue in the absence of a methane rule. 
As the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is well aware, the Best System for 
Emission Reduction (BSER) is the exact same for VOC's as it is for methane meaning that 
control requirements in the proposed NSPS OOOOa for methane will not change from those in 
the existing NSPS 0000 for VOC's. The promulgation of direct methane regulations will not 
result in any emission reductions for those sources already subject to the current NSPS. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: C. William Giraud 
Commenter Affiliation: Concho Resources Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6847 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: EPA argues that the oil and natural gas sector is one of the country's largest emitters 
of methane and must be regulated to ensure the public's health and welfare is not further 
endangered. This, however, is negated by EPA's own research which shows that the oil and 
natural gas sector contributes only 3% to total U.S. domestic emissions. Yet, EPA insists on 
calling this "significant" without acknowledging the developing benefits from the 2012 Clean 
Air Act Section 111(b) NSPS rulemaking targeting Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 
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emissions from natural gas wells. Due to the likelihood of increased benefits from the 2012 
rulemaking, EPA is premature in advancing the Proposed Methane Standards. 

Finally, starting with the last quarter of 2014, there has been a steady decline in the price of oil. 
As of October 12,2015, West Texas Intermediate (WTI) was trading at $47.43, down $34.41 
over a one year period. It appears, unfortunately, that this decline will remain for the next several 
years, causing oil and natural gas companies to reduce production which will automatically result 
in a decrease of methane emissions. Imposing additional costly and time consuming regulations 
will further depress production and adversely impact employment in the oil and gas sector. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: C. William Giraud 
Commenter Affiliation: Concho Resources Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6847 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: In addition, many other regulations have been promulgated which will limit 
emissions; these regulations should be allowed to take effect before enacting others so that those 
environmental benefits can be realized. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Michael Hollis 
Commenter Affiliation: Diamondback E&P LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6869 
Comment Excerpt Number: 19 

Comment: EPA should likewise reconsider whether this Methane NSPS is necessary, given 
existing federal regulations ofVOC and greenhouse gas emissions. When EPA released Subpart 
0000, it estimated that the rule would reduce methane emissions by 1. 0 to 1. 7 million short 
tons. Given the reductions already achieved under this existing regulation, the proposed Rules 
are an unnecessary burden on the oil and gas industry that cannot be justified by the additional 
reductions in emissions that would result. In addition, the monitoring and reporting requirements 
in the Methane NSPS are duplicative of the regulations found at Subpart W, which require gas 
production and processing sites and compressor stations at transmission and storage sites to 
annually monitor for fugitive emissions and to quantify those emissions. 

Response: Regarding the comment on existing federal regulations ofVOC emissions, see 
response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. Regarding the comment on 
subpart W of the GHGRP, we are sensitive to the fact that there is some level of overlap with the 
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recordkeeping requirements of subpart OOOOa. Where those requirements are duplicative, an 
owner or operator may use data collected under subpart W for subpart OOOOa requirements. 

Commenter Name: Kelly Guertin, Senior Environmental Engineer, Environmental 
Management and Resources 
Commenter Affiliation: DTE Energy (DTE Gas Company) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7052 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: DTE Energy agrees with AGA and INGAA that the proposed mle should be 
consistent with other EPA programs and should recognize emissions information reported under 
EPA's Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program, 40 C.P.R. Part 98, Subpart W. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6869, Excerpt 19. 

Commenter Name: Denzil R. West, Vice President 
Commenter Affiliation: Reliance Energy, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6915 
Comment Excerpt Number: 19 

Comment: EPA should likewise reconsider whether this Methane NSPS is necessary, given 
existing federal regulations ofVOC and greenhouse gas emissions. When EPA released Subpart 
0000, it estimated that the mle would reduce methane emissions by 1.0 to 1.7 million short 
tons. Given the reductions already achieved under this existing regulation, the proposed Rules 
are an unnecessary burden on the oil and gas industry that cannot be justified by the additional 
reductions in emissions that would result. In addition, the monitoring and reporting requirements 
in the Methane NSPS are duplicative of the regulations found at Subpart W, which require gas 
production and processing sites and compressor stations at transmission and storage sites to 
annually monitor for fugitive emissions and to quantify those emissions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6869, Excerpt 19. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 162 
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Comment: Second, the amendments are characterized as setting standards for both VOC and 
methane emissions across the source category; in many respects, however, it appears that EPA 
has duplicated much of what was done in the 2012 NSPS and subsequent reconsiderations. For 
example, the new rules establish methane standards for many pieces of equipment already 
regulated for VOCs; yet at the same time, EPA has found that the best systems of-- best system 
of emissions reductions for methane is the same as it is for VOCs. Thus we question whether 
many of the methane benefits being advertised have been and are already being captured through 
existing VOC controls. In fact, in the 2015 GHG inventory, EPA expressly states that the 2012 
NSPS are in part responsible for the consistent decline in green- house gas emissions from the 
upstream oil and gas production segment. 

This raises fundamental questions about whether these rules are needed; if they are, whether such 
a sweeping approach is justified; and perhaps most importantly, why EPA has not given the 
current NSPS Quad 0 rules the full opportunity to realize the significant VOC and methane 
benefits. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 244 

Comment: My name is Andrew Casper, and I serve as regulatory counsel to the Colorado Oil 
and Gas Association, or COGA. COGA, through its over 300-member companies, fosters and 
promotes the beneficial, efficient, responsible, and environmentally sound development, 
production, and use of Colorado oil and natural gas. 

COGA has a long history of working cooperatively with-- with the state, in a number of air 
quality-related matters. COGA was a key participant in the 2014 Colorado rulemaking, often 
referred to as the "Methane Rule," upon which many of these new NSPS amendments are based. 
During this process, we worked closely with the Division to craft the most workable rules 
possible, sometimes challenging certain proposals, and in the end we learned a tremendous 
amount. We are encouraged that the EPA's willing to learn from our experience, appreciate the 
opportunity to provide public comment, and I now offer these comments in that spirit. 

This industry has seen a surge in regulatory activity over the past several years, both at the state 
and federal levels. Nowhere has this-- that activity been more pervasive than here in Colorado. 
Whether it is the original Quad 0 NSPS, the impending BLM venting and flaring rules, the ever
tightening ozone standards, the 2014 Colorado Regulation No.7 methane rules, or this new 
rulemaking package at issue today, our members are seemingly in perpetual rulemaking or rule 
implementation mode. 
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Meanwhile, the facts tell a story undeserving of such intense scrutiny. By EPA's own numbers, 
methane and other air emissions from this sector have declined substantially over the past 30 
years, and despite a significant uptick in production, this -- despite a significant uptick in 
production. This is due to a variety of factors, including voluntary programs, the 2012 NSPS, and 
important advances in technology and air pollution control. 

Here in Colorado air quality along the Front Range has never been better, despite continued and 
significant population and mobile -- mobile source growth. Can improvements be made? Of 
course, and they have. Our members operate the most highly controlled and environmentally 
responsible facilities in the country, if not the world. This has yielded not only invaluable 
economic benefits, but it's also a remarkable environmental success story. 

As EPA embarks on yet another major rule- making, we urge the Agency to vigorously address 
the fundamental questions, like: What is the public benefit, health and otherwise, from these 
rules? Are they necessary, and in what form, given that the 2012 rules have barely had time to 
take effect? And whether the global climate change and other air quality benefits being promised 
will actually be realized. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 108 

Comment: My third point is that directly regulating methane as proposed in the NSPS rules is 
unnecessary. The 2012 final rule indirectly regulates methane by regulating natural gas as a 
surrogate for VOC. Since methane is the primary constituent of natural gas, there are no 
additional emission reductions that will occur from replacing the surrogate regulatory concept 
with direct regulation of methane. Therefore, EPA should continue to practice -- the practice of 
indirectly regulating methane through the use of natural gas as a surrogate for VOC. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 179 
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Comment: My third point is that directly regulating methane as proposed in the NSPS rule is 
unnecessary. The 2012 final rule indirectly regulates methane by regulating natural gas as a 
surrogate for VOCs. Since methane is the primary constituent of natural gas, there are no 
additional emission reductions that will occur from replacing the surrogate regulatory concept 
with direct regulation of methane; therefore, EPA should continue the practice of indirectly 
regulating methane through the use of natural gas as a surrogate for VOCs. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 53 

Comment: My third point is that directly regulating methane as proposed in the NSPS rules is 
unnecessary. The 2012 final rule indirectly regulates methane by regulating natural gas as a 
surrogate for VOC. Since methane is the primary constituent of natural gas, there are no 
additional emission reductions that will occur from replacing the surrogate regulatory context 
with the direct regulation of methane, therefore, the EPA should continue the practice of 
indirectly regulating methane through the use of natural gas as a surrogate for VOC. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Rodney Sartor 
Commenter Affiliation: Enterprise Products Partners L.P. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6807 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: Separate regulations of methane emissions from the oil and gas section are 
unnecessary. 

EPA has already acknowledged that methane emissions from the oil and gas sector have been 
dramatically cut by its existing Standards of Performance for Crude Oil and Natural Gas Sector, 
codified at 40 C.P.R. Part 60, Subpart 0000 ("Subpart 0000"). Although Subpart 0000 
does not directly regulate methane emissions, EPA has recognized that the regulations have a 
"co-benefit" of reducing methane emissions from sources subject to Subpart 0000. Both VOC 
and methane emissions come from the same source: natural gas. Because EPA uses VOC 
emissions as a "surrogate" for natural gas emissions, all of the control measures that are required 
under Subpart 0000 also reduce methane emissions. For example, when EPA released Subpart 
0000, it estimated that the rule would reduce methane emissions by 1. 0 to 1. 7 million short 
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tons. As demonstrated through the existing Subpart 0000, EPA has been able to effectively 
achieve reductions of methane emissions through its VOC-focused requirements. As a result, 
EPA cannot justify additional rules aimed at directly regulating methane. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Ben Shepperd 
Commenter Affiliation: Permian Basin Petroleum Association 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6849 
Comment Excerpt Number: 94 

Comment: EPA should likewise reconsider whether this Methane NSPS is necessary, given 
existing federal regulations ofVOC and greenhouse gas emissions. When EPA released Subpart 
0000, it estimated that the rule would reduce methane emissions by 1. 0 to 1. 7 million short 
tons. Given the reductions already achieved under this existing regulation, the proposed Rules 
are an unnecessary burden on the oil and gas industry that cannot be justified by the additional 
reductions in emissions that would result. In addition, the monitoring and reporting requirements 
in the Methane NSPS are duplicative of the regulations found at Subpart W, which require gas 
production and processing sites and compressor stations at transmission and storage sites to 
annually monitor for fugitive emissions and to quantify those emissions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6869, Excerpt 19. 

Commenter Name: Jimmy D. Carlile 
Commenter Affiliation: Fasken Oil and Ranch, Ltd. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6851 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: Fasken believes that methane regulation will have no substantial reduction in 
emissions. The EPA stated in paragraph two of Section liB of Docket EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0505 that the best system of emission reduction (BSER) for methane is the same BSER for 
volatile organic compounds (VOC), for the same emission sources. These BSER for VOC are 
required by New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) Subpart 0000 and proposed NSPS 
Subpart OOOOa. Based on this statement from the EPA, establishing methane limits is 
redundant and will have no additional reduction in methane emissions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Dan G. LeRoy 
Commenter Affiliation: Legacy Reserves Operating LP 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6882 
Comment Excerpt Number: 26 

Comment: EPA should likewise reconsider whether this Methane NSPS is necessary, given 
existing federal regulations ofVOC and greenhouse gas emissions. When EPA released Subpart 
0000, it estimated that the rule would reduce methane emissions by 1. 0 to 1. 7 million short 
tons. Given the reductions already achieved under this existing regulation, the proposed Rules 
are an unnecessary burden on the oil and gas industry that cannot be justified by the additional 
reductions in emissions that would result. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Howard J Feldman 
Commenter Affiliation: American Petroleum Institute 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6884 
Comment Excerpt Number: 30 

Comment: EPA'S STANDARDS THAT ACHIEVE NO ADDITIONAL REDUCTION IN 
EMISSIONS CANNOT MEET THE REQUIREMENT TO CONSIDER THE COST OF 
EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS. 

As noted above, by EPA's own admission, the regulation of methane emissions from sources 
already regulated under Subpart 0000 for VOC emissions will achieve no additional emissions 
reductions. EPA therefore cannot meet the requirements for determining the "best system of 
emission reduction" (BSER) that the CAA requires. 

EPA must "tak[ e] into account the cost of achieving [emissions] reduction" in its B SER 
determination. CAA § Ill (a)( 1 ). Sources already regulated under Subpart 0000 for their V OC 
emissions will achieve zero additional emissions reduction and yet will incur additional costs to 
comply with new methane requirements. EPA cannot determine a standard to be BSER where it 
imposes costs yet achieves no reduction. That would be per se cost-ineffective. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Thure Cannon, President 
Commenter Affiliation: Texas Pipeline Association (TPA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6927 
Comment Excerpt Number: 8 

Comment: EPA made clear in the 2012 NSPS for oil and gas sources that the existing Subpart 
0000 rule structure already has the effect of regulating methane emissions. As EPA explained, 
"the control measures that the EPA is requiring for VOC result in substantial methane reductions 
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as a co-benefit." Indeed, when promulgating the final Subpart 0000 mles, EPA stated that 
"[t]he NSPS is ... expected to ... reduce 1.0 million tons methane .... " The fact that controls for 
VOC emissions also result in the control of methane emissions explains why EPA concluded, in 
the Subpart OOOOa preamble, that the best system of emission reduction ("BSER") is the same 
for methane as it is for VOC. For this reason, EPA concluded, the addition of methane standards 
for sources currently regulated for VOC emissions would result in no additional control 
requirements for those sources: 

Both VOC and methane are hydrocarbon compounds and behave essentially the 
same when emitted together or separately. Accordingly, the available controls for 
methane are the same as those for VOC and achieve the same levels of reduction 
for both VOC and methane ... 

Thus, according to EPA's own admission, there is no science-based, health-based, or 
environmental protection-based need to expand the NSPS to cover methane emissions, as any 
mle that imposes VOC controls will necessarily control methane at the same time. This being so, 
EPA has not demonstrated that there is a rational basis to expand the NSPS to cover methane 
emissions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Maria Pica Karp, Vice President and General Manager, Chevron 
Government Affairs 
Commenter Affiliation: Chevron U.S.A. Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6929 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: We would like to reinforce API's position that, for the exploration and production 
sector, there are no emissions reduction benefits from regulating methane in addition to volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs ). We recommend expanding on the existing VOC regulations with a 
methane co-benefit by including VOC based provisions for the additional sources included in 
Subpart OOOOa that were not included in Subpart 0000. We believe that the agency can 
achieve greater emissions reductions through a combination of new source VOC regulations and 
voluntary actions by industry on existing sources. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6880, Excerpt 7. 

Commenter Name: Gretchen C. Kern, Sr. Policy Advisor, Environmental and Sustainable 
Development 
Commenter Affiliation: Pioneer Natural Resources USA, Inc. 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6998 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: Direct Regulation of Methane is Unnecessary and Arbitrary, and Any Environmental 
Benefit is Not Justified by the Added Cost Burden 

A. Since methane is a co-benefit of already existing VOC regulations, additional methane 
regulation is duplicative 

EPA's proposed New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) targeting methane emissions from 
the exploration and production segment of the oil and natural gas sector are unnecessary and 
unwarranted, not only to those subject to the regulations but to the state and federal regulators 
who must implement the rules if EPA does not change its course. These regulations will have 
negative economic impact on American oil and natural gas production while providing limited 
additional environmental benefit beyond the regulations EPA promulgated in 2012 ("2012 
NSPS") to regulate volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from essentially the same set of 
production and exploration emission sources. In the upstream space, methane and VOCs are co
mingled and control device does not distinguish various components; it is not selective for just 
VOCs for example. As a result, it captures and controls the entire gas stream altogether. 
Therefore, the environmental benefits are the same whether VOCs or methane is regulated. In 
fact, in this proposal, EPA has included methane as a regulated pollutant to the source categories 
covered in the 2012 NSPS and states, "For the oil and natural gas source category, the available 
controls for reducing methane emissions simultaneously control VOC emissions and vice versa. 
Accordingly, the available controls are the same for reducing methane and VOC from the 
individual oil and natural gas emission sources." EPA further explains, "Both methane and 
VOCs are simultaneously and equi-proportionally reduced when controlled." Therefore, EPA 
could achieve their same goal of emissions reduction by expanding VOC regulation in the 
upstream space, such as expanding VOC to the same new source categories EPA has include in 
OOOOa, without directly targeting methane. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 108 

Comment: First, oil and gas producers are highly incentivized to recover methane as EPA itself 
indicates in the Quad 0 subpart A proposal. Thus, to a large extent, regulatory requirements 
to recover or prevent the loss of methane will not achieve additional meaningful emission 
reductions, and EPA should retain -- retain the concept of regulating natural gas as a V OC 
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surrogate rather than directly regulating methane as no additional benefits will occur from 
regulating methane directly. 

EPA acknowledges this for Quad 0 in the regulatory impact analysis, and the same will be true 
for Quad 0, subpart A. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 8 

Comment: Specifically, CPA has long articulated its continuing belief that regulating methane 
directly is unnecessary and that the capture of methane can be viewed as a co-method of-- of 
regulating volatile organic compounds. EPA achieves this co-benefit by its current practice of 
regulating natural gas as a surrogate for VOC in the current Subpart Quad 0 rule. Since methane 
is the primary constituent of natural gas, no additional benefit can be gained by directly 
regulating methane in the new proposed rules, as the EPA admits on Page 1, dash, 1 of the RIA 
of the current rule -- for the current rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 97 

Comment: The oil and gas exploration and production sector accounts for only 1.07 percent 
of the total U.S. gas-- greenhouse gas emissions according to y'all's reports. The 
administration worked with the agriculture industry which produces three times the amount of 
methane emissions as the oil and gas sector, and the EPA determined that a voluntary program 
was sufficient to achieve emission reductions. 

Since the oil and gas industry is already controlled by state agencies like the TCEQ and the 
Railroad Commission of Texas, why didn't the EPA want to work with the oil industry for 
less burdensome and more cost effective initial reduction programs like they did with 
the agriculture industry? 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6880, Excerpt 7. 

Commenter Name: Steven A. Buffone 
Commenter Affiliation: CONSOL Energy Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6859 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: CONSOL understands the benefits related to controlling methane emissions. We 
have taken a lead in this area by capturing and producing methane from our coalbed methane 
(CBM) wells and voluntarily participating to reduce emissions beyond state and federal 
requirements as a member of the Center for Sustainable Shale Development (CSSD). We 
generally believe that there is no need for additional regulation of methane under Section Ill (b). 
Given that total methane emissions have decreased from Natural Gas and Petroleum Systems 
since the 1990s, even as production has increased from development of unconventional natural 
gas sources, CONSOL questions the actual need for the proposed regulation and the intent of 
promulgating this rule. 

EPA acknowledges within the proposed rule that total U.S. oil and natural gas production, 
processing, and transmission make up only 0.3 percent of the total global greenhouse gas 
emissions and that methane emissions from this industry have declined by over 13 percent since 
2008. EPA also states that the best system of emissions reduction (BSER) for methane is same as 
that for volatile organic compounds (VOCs ), so the control techniques in the proposed new 
source performance standards (NSPS) for the oil and natural gas source category will not 
actually change. 

Based on the statements above, CONSOL believes that this additional regulation is an 
unnecessary burden on the oil and natural gas industry and offers no substantial environmental 
benefits. Therefore, we recommend that EPA withdraw the proposed rule. Should the EPA 
decide to continue with the promulgation of the rule, COSNOL would like to submit the 
following comments and recommendations: 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Howard J Feldman 
Commenter Affiliation: American Petroleum Institute 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6884 
Comment Excerpt Number: 8 

Comment: Direct Regulation of Methane is Unnecessary 

Issue- In the proposed rule, EPA states that, for some of the regulated affected facilities, direct 
regulation of methane accomplishes no further reduction in methane emissions than would occur 
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through regulation of VOC alone. EPA recognizes that under its proposal, the same controls 
would be required for VOC and methane as are currently required for VOC under Subpart 
0000. EPA's decision to directly regulate methane from those same sources covered by 
0000, despite this admission -which means that no significant additional methane emissions 
reductions will occur -is arbitrary and capricious. There is no rational basis for taking the wholly 
discretionary action of regulating methane or GHGs from this part of the oil and natural gas 
sector where EPA would achieve no additional methane reductions beyond those achieved 
through existing VOC standards. None ofEPA's asserted reasons have merit, and therefore, EPA 
has not made a showing that revision of the standards is "appropriate," as required under section 
lll(b)(l)(B). 

Recommendation-EPA should continue the practice of indirectly regulating methane through 
the use of natural gas as a surrogate for VOC. 

FOR AFFECTED FACILITIES WHERE REGULATION OF METHANE IN ADDITION 
TO VOC ACHIEVES NO APPRECIABLE ADDITIONAL REDUCTION IN METHANE 
EMISSIONS, THERE IS NO NEED OR JUSTIFICATION FOR METHANE OR GHGS 
TO BE REGULATED. 

In the proposed rule, EPA admits that for some of the regulated affected facilities, direct 
regulation of methane accomplishes no further reduction in methane emissions than would occur 
through regulation of VOC alone. EPA recognizes that under its proposal, the same controls 
would be required for VOC and methane as are currently required for VOC under the 2012 
NSPS. See, e.g., id. at 56610 (explaining standards for centrifugal compressors and pneumatic 
controllers). EPA acknowledges that for sources in the production and processing segment of the 
oil and natural gas sector, certain stakeholders (including API) have stated that, as a result, the 
Agency should rely on VOC standards and not propose redundant methane standards that impose 
no additional control requirements and result in no additional emissions reductions. !d. at 56609. 
API maintains that position in these comments. There is no rational basis for taking the wholly 
discretionary action of regulating methane or GHGs from this part of the oil and natural gas 
sector where EPA would achieve no additional emissions reductions beyond those achieved 
through existing VOC standards. None ofEPA's asserted reasons have merit, and therefore, EPA 
has not made a showing that revision of the standards is "appropriate," as required under section 
Ill (b)( 1 )(B). For that reason, EPA must issue a new proposal that presents its rationale for why 
its revision is "appropriate." 

First, EPA generally asserts that because the source category's methane emissions at current 
levels "contribute substantially to nationwide GHG emissions" and are "expected to increase," 
methane emissions "cannot be treated simply as an incidental benefit to VOC reduction." !d. at 
56599. But there will be no further reductions in methane emissions from already-VOC
regulated sources if methane is regulated directly, so additional emissions reductions would not 
occur vis-a-vis current levels. Moreover, any attempted reliance on future emissions growth is 
speculative at present and cannot serve as a rational basis. Regulation must be grounded in 
reality, not hypotheticals. 

15-250 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_ 001544 _ 00002204-00250 



Second, EPA contends that direct regulation of methane in addition to V OC "promote[ s] 
consistency" such that all affected sources are subject to both VOC and methane standards. !d. 
But this "consistency" accomplishes no benefit in practice. Instead it will increase the 
compliance burden for affected facilities, without any beneficial environmental or health effect. 
For that reason, it is distinguishable from the Kraft Pulp Mill NSPS example that EPA cites, 
where emissions limits of already regulated sources under NSPS Subpart BB "were adjusted 
downward" to make them consistent with those in Part 63 SubpartS and thereby "ease[the] 
compliance burden for the sources." See id. at 56599 n.8. 

EPA has not, and cannot, provide a rational basis for direct regulation of methane because 
regulation for the sake of regulation is never rational. Congress recognized as much in section 
301(a) of the Clean Air Act, where Congress authorized the Administrator only to "prescribe 
such regulations as are necessary to carry out [her] functions." (emphasis added). EPA cannot 
meet that requirement here. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Lee Fuller, Executive Vice President, and V. Bruce Thompson, President 
Commenter Affiliation: Independent Petroleum Association of America (IPAA) and the 
American Exploration and Production Council (AXPC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6983 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: First, the Administration proclaims its intent to reduce methane emissions by 40-
45 percent from the oil and natural gas sectors. At the same time, it takes credit for its 2012 
volatile organic chemical/methane emissions regulations in these sectors that exceed its own 
target. Moreover, it fails to recognize that much of the reduction it seeks has occurred since 2012 
from voluntary industry actions. The oil and natural gas production sector is 1.07 percent of 
the national Greenhouse Gas Inventory and its methane emissions will continue to drop because 
of industry emissions management. Consequently, any justification for additional regulation 
must be thoroughly weighed based on cost effectiveness and economic consequences. 
EPA's proposals fail these tests. 

Response: See responses to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47 and DCN EPA
HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6880, Excerpt 7. 

Commenter Name: Lee Fuller, Executive Vice President, and V. Bruce Thompson, President 
Commenter Affiliation: Independent Petroleum Association of America (IPAA) and the 
American Exploration and Production Council (AXPC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6983 
Comment Excerpt Number: 11 
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Comment: These comments will expand on the issues raised above and other more specific 
ones. Ultimately, however, IPAA/AXPC argues that EPA's NSPS and CTG proposals must 
be withdrawn, reconsidered and revised to be consistent with the Administration's own 
Climate Action Plan objectives and its assessment of the capability of the nation to meet the 
revised Ozone NAAQS. To do otherwise would arbitrarily impose excessive regulation on the oil 
and natural gas setoff for no purpose other than to expand the already burdensome federal 
regulatory program. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Lee Fuller, Executive Vice President, and V. Bruce Thompson, President 
Commenter Affiliation: Independent Petroleum Association of America (IPAA) and the 
American Exploration and Production Council (AXPC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6983 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: EPA's Additional New Source Performance Standards for the Exploration 
and Production Segment and Control Technique Guidelines for Existing Sources 
are Unnecessary and Misplaced. 

EPA's proposed NSPS targeting methane emissions from the exploration and 
production segment of the oil and natural gas sector are unnecessary, unwarranted, and wasteful 
-not only to those subject to the regulations but to the state and federal regulators who must 
implement the rules if EPA does not change its course. Similarly, proposing essentially the same 
set of controls on existing sources in nonattainment areas (and ozone transport regions) using the 
proposed CTG with no additional economic justification/cost-benefit analysis is one more 
indication that EPA is rushing to judgment with its latest salvo of regulations. In April 2014, 
EPA acknowledged the lack of knowledge to regulate a variety of sources and implemented a 
White Paper process that sought additional technical information on a variety of sources. 
Industry raised numerous concerns regarding EPA's lack of data regarding emissions from these 
sources and the cost/effectiveness of controls from these sources. Nonetheless, EPA proceeded 
headlong to promulgate its methane NSPS - relying heavily on the Regulatory Impact Analysis 
(RIA) from the VOC NSPS promulgated in 2012. The methane regulations need to "stand on 
their own" and be justified on their own, not simply as an "add-on" to the VOC NSPS. 

These regulations will have a serious negative economic impact on American oil and natural gas 
production while providing marginal environmental benefit beyond the regulations EPA 
promulgated in 2012 to regulate VOCs from essentially the same set of production 
and exploration emission sources. To understand the full impact, it is essential to put the entire 
issue in perspective. 

From 2008 through 2013, U.S. shale gas production grew 400 percent, while methane emissions 
have declined 13.3 percent. According to 2013 EPA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reporting data, 
methane emissions from oil and natural gas exploration and production are 1.07 percent of total 
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U.S. GHG emissions. Further reductions will occur because of"green" or "reduced emission 
completions" that are being phased-in through the 2012 regulations. According to EPA's latest 
GHG Reporting Program: "[In 2013] reported methane emissions from petroleum and natural 
gas systems sector have decreased by 12 percent since 2011, with the largest reductions coming 
from hydraulically fractured natural gas wells, which have decreased by 73 percent during that 
period. EPA expects to see further emission reductions as the agency's 2012 standards for the oil 
and gas industry become fully implemented." These reductions are remarkable, given that a 
major component of the 2012 standards, the reduced emission completion requirements, only 
became effective January 1, 2015. 

[Chart - "US GHG Emissions by Gas" illustrating the breakdown of gas and the methane portion 
from Natural Gas and Petroleum E&P being 1.07%] 

In January 2015, the Administration announced its intent to initiate rulemaking to further reduce 
methane emissions from oil and natural gas systems, including the production 
sector. Specifically, it announced a target of a 40-45 percent reduction in 2012 emissions by 
2025. For the production and exploration segment of the oil and natural gas sector, additional 
regulations are unnecessary. As the Administration observed in its announcement: 

"In 2012, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) laid a foundation for further action when 
it issued standards for volatile organic compounds (VOC) from the oil and natural gas industry. 
These standards, when fully implemented, are expected to reduce 190,000 to 290,000 tons of 
VOC and decrease methane emissions in an amount equivalent to 33 million tons of carbon 
pollution per year." 

Over 99 percent of the EPA projected reductions occur from the exploration and 
production sector. In 2013, exploration and production emissions of methane were 71 million 
tons of C02 equivalent. Consequently, by EPA's own numbers, the 2012 NSPS regulations will 
reduce emissions by 46 percent. This reduction exceeds the emissions target percentage of 
the production sector of the oil and natural gas industry. 

EPA attempts to argue that its regulations are needed because methane emissions "are projected 
to increase by about 25 percent over the next decade if additional steps are not taken to reduce 
emissions from this rapidly growing industry." Yet, this statement is wholly inconsistent with the 
experience over the past several years in the exploration and production sector of the industry. 
This segment has demonstrated that growth in production not only provides more clean-burning, 
GHG-reducing product, it has been done while reducing methane emissions as the following 
graphic shows: 

[Chart- "Methane Emissions Plummet as Natural Gas Production Soars" displaying decreasing 
CH4 emissions from natural gas field production as a function of time] 

Significantly, these reductions in methane emissions have occurred prior to full 
implementation of the 2012 NSPS. 
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Moreover, because of the nature of oil and natural gas production, the application of controls on 
new sources will achieve the Administration's objectives without the need to create extensive 
existing source regulations. Oil and natural gas production operations differ from other types of 
manufacturing. After the period of initial production, wells begin to decline - generally referred 
to as the "production decline curve." And as the production of the well declines, its ability to 
emit VOCs and methane into the atmosphere also declines. Emissions from these older wells will 
be a smaller portion of the 1.07 percent of emissions, yet EPA's decision to regulate methane 
directly under Section Ill (b) of the CAA and proposed CTG subjects tens of thousands of 
existing wells to regulation. IP AA/ AXPC questions the cost effectiveness of the proposed 
requirements to existing sources. The regulatory burden on state and federal regulators of 
exposing hundreds of thousands of existing sources is completely overlooked in EPA's proposal. 

The declining nature of oil and natural gas wells also differentiates the exploration 
and production segment of the oil and natural gas sector from other segments further 
downstream where emissions remain fairly constant overtime. Ultimately, the production from 
the "new" wells declines to the point where they become "marginal" wells. These are defined as 
wells that produce 15 barrels/ day of oil or less and 90 msc£' d or less of natural gas. Currently, 
there are over 1.1 million oil and natural gas wells in the United States; approximately 760,000 
are marginal wells. However, these small individual wells account for about 20 percent of U.S. 
oil production and 13 percent of its natural gas production. Consequently, unlike 
manufacturing facilities where new facilities do not replace existing ones, in the oil and natural 
gas production industry, the implementation of technology on new wells will rapidly result in its 
application across the breadth of the industry as new wells become the predominant source of 
emissions for the industry. This can be understood by looking at past experience as shown in the 
graphs below: 

[Three graphs showing the Natural Gas Wells Drilled in 12-yr Period, Natural Gas Producing 
Wells 2002-2013 and Natural Gas Well Composition Change-12-yr period] 

As this graphic demonstrates, after 12 years wells subject to the new source 
regulatory requirements will dominate the production of natural gas, and the remaining wells will 
be marginal wells with minimal incremental emissions beyond the emissions from sources 
already subject to regulation. The cost associated with reducing those incremental emissions will 
be greater than the cost of implementing controls on new or modified sources and will likely 
make many of the marginal wells uneconomic, causing them to be shut in/abandoned. The 
opportunity cost or value of that last production is not offset by the minimal emissions reductions 
achieved by regulating existing sources. A similar pattern exists for oil wells as shown below: 

[Three graphs showing the Oil Wells Drilled in 12-yr period, Oil Producing Wells 2002-2013, 
and Oil Well Composition Change-12-yr Period] 

While this analysis is based on past experience, if it were expanded to a 20-year period, it 
would show a similar trend and demonstrate that the use of new source regulations are more 
than adequate to address the Administration's interest in reducing methane emissions from the 
oil and natural gas sector, in general, and the exploration and production segment, in particular. 
EPA has failed to adequately account for and justify subjecting existing exploration and 
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production sources to regulation under Section Ill of the CAA or through the CTG. As Energy 
In Depth (a research, education, and public outreach campaign supported by IP AA) recently 
reported, EPA's assumptions regarding methane emissions from the oil and natural gas industry 
are not supported by EPA's own data. 

[Chart from EPA's GHG Inventory and the Energy In Depth Program ofMethane Emissions: 
EPA Data vs. EPA Projections] 

More specifically, Energy In Depth found: 

• EPA projects methane emissions from the oil and natural gas sector will increase over 
the next decade, but methane emissions from that sector have declined by more than 
22 million metric tons since 2005. 

• Over the past decade, the United States added more than 86,000 new wells, during 
which methane emissions from petroleum and natural gas systems fell by 11 percent. 

• EPA's flawed assumptions on methane emissions raise questions about the agency's cost 
benefit calculation, and EPA could be underestimating engineering costs by more 
than $10 million. 

• The EPA could also be overstating the climate benefits of the mle, since 
methane emissions may be significantly lower than EPA's projections. As discussed 
below, EPA's economic justification for it proposed regulations is problematic. 

But even the past does not support EPA's fundamental assumption that more drilling 
means more emissions: 

[Chart from EPA's GHG Inventory/Energy in Depth Program titled "Drilling Up, Methane 
Down"] 

EPA has projected that an increase in oil and natural gas activity will result in a 25 
percent increase in methane emissions. But since 2005, methane emissions from US. oil and 
natural gas systems have fallen by a greater percentage than the number of new wells drilled. 

IP AA/ AXPC has repeatedly told EPA that additional regulation is not needed. Market 
forces drive the industry to minimize emissions. Unlike certain "products" in other industries 
with "emissions" that are a by-product or negative externality associated with the production, 
the "emission" of concern to EPA is the very product this industry brings to the market. 

Response: Regarding the comments on the 2012 NSPS, see response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-
2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. Regarding the comments on existing sources, see response to DCN 
EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt 49. Regarding the comments on EPA's projections of 
methane emissions from the oil and natural gas industry, see section IV.C of the preamble to the 
final mle for more information. 
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Commenter Name: W. Michael Scott, General Counsel 
Commenter Affiliation: Trilogy Operating, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603 
Comment Excerpt Number: 50 

Comment: EPA should withdraw the Methane NSPS and allow the industry to continue to 
address natural gas emissions through best practices. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6880, Excerpt 7. 

Commenter Name: Bradley C. Cross, President/Partner 
Commenter Affiliation: Big Star Oil & Gas, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6757 
Comment Excerpt Number: 44 

Comment: EPA should withdraw the Methane NSPS and allow the industry to continue to 
address natural gas emissions through best practices. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6880, Excerpt 7. 

Commenter Name: Gary Buchler 
Commenter Affiliation: Kinder Morgan, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6857 
Comment Excerpt Number: 21 

Comment: Historically, Kinder Morgan's greatest reductions have come from voluntarily 
preventing natural gas venting or "blowdowns" of pipeline sections prior to conducting 
maintenance activities. When appropriately applied, drawing down pipeline pressures with 
existing compression, using portable compressors to recompress gas into other pipelines or 
pipeline sections, and the use of full encirclement or composite sleeves reduces the amount of 
natural gas that would otherwise be released into the atmosphere when conducting required 
maintenance activities. Kinder Morgan's efforts to voluntarily reduce methane emissions 
demonstrate that strict command and control regulatory regimes are simply not the best answer 
for reducing methane emissions from the oil and natural gas sector, and particularly the natural 
gas transmission and storage sector. Rather, the industry should be allowed to identify high
impact, cost-effective mitigation options for their greatest emission sources. We provide further 
information about proposed and preferred approaches below. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6880, Excerpt 7. 
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Commenter Name: C. William Giraud 
Commenter Affiliation: Concho Resources Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6847 
Comment Excerpt Number: 22 

Comment: Recently, the EPA released data from its Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program which 
show a continued decline of oil and natural gas sector methane emissions from 2011 through 
2014. Concho anticipates this trend will continue due to operators' voluntary activities, 
improvements in production techniques, and implementation of other regulatory requirements, as 
well as the substantial market decline. Therefore, Concho questions the need for the Proposed 
Methane Standard at this time. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6880, Excerpt 7. 

Commenter Name: C. William Giraud 
Commenter Affiliation: Concho Resources Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6847 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: The Proposed Methane Standards are ill advised at this time due to the inactivity 
which is occurring because of market decline. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 65 

Comment: Much of my testimony is very similar in nature to what Mr. Todd just presented, so I 
won't bore you with the percentages and things which are similar to his. Safe to say that 
methane emissions have been decreasing from oil and gas drilling and production activities 
despite record production and drilling activity. Today, drilling is down by 60 percent. Projected 
production has plateaued for the immediate future. It is anticipated that methane emissions -
additional methane emission reductions will be added to what has already been accomplished 
over the last 25 years and in particular the last eight years. 

America's energy producers have demonstrated a commitment to reducing methane emissions 
and led by EPA in some cases with your rules, it incentivizes us to capture emissions with the 
help of new and innovative -- with new and innovative technologies. 
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These proposed-- new proposed regulations simply are not necessary, certainly not at this time. 
The proposed rule is complicated and lengthy. Its 591 pages contain numerous requirements that 
will be difficult for the industry to implement especially small producers to maintain compliance. 
That does not mean that we do not agree that this is an important issue for all of us. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5425, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 243 

Comment: In one of the most heavily drilled regions of the Barnett Shale here in North 
Texas, methane emissions fell37 percent since 2011. Nationwide methane emissions from 
hydraulically fractured natural gas wells declined 73 percent since 2011, again based on EPA's 
own data. Yet EPA justifies this new rule by asserting that methane emissions will rise 25 
percent over the next decade. 

We reviewed EPA's supplementary documents to find where this claim originated but could find 
no supporting evidence. Although the claim is repeated in the media reports, it remains unclear 
how the EPA came to this calculation. Although the EPA lists combatting climate change as one 
of its justifications for this rule, peer-reviewed studies have learned that natural gas has already 
been beneficial for the climate. Scientists have estimated that a methane leakage rate of below 
3.2 percent will ensure natural gas maintains its greenhouse gas advantage. 

Four separate studies published this year showed a methane leakage rate of between 1.1 percent 
and 1.6 percent. Even if leakage were 50 percent higher than some have alleged, the climate 
benefits of natural gas would easily be maintained. In fact, EPA already lists low-cost natural gas 
as one of four key building blocks of its so-called Clean Power Plan which aims to 
reduce greenhouse gases from the nation's power grid. But the EPA's goals also contradict each 
other as the clean power plant relies on natural gas while EPA's methane rules will make it more 
difficult to produce that natural gas. 

Coupled with other mandates from the EPA that could restrict -- could restrict drilling, such as 
reducing the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for ozone, EPA is trying to have its 
cake and eat it, too. Methane emissions from oil and natural gas reduction represent only about 
one percent of total U.S. greenhouse gas emissions. While EPA allows much larger sources of 
methane to pursue voluntary protection measures, the Agency is pushing its costly mandates on 
oil and gas. 
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This is rather bizarre considering that EPA has admitted that voluntary actions by the oil and 
natural gas industry have contributed the lion's share of methane emission reductions in recent 
years. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6880, Excerpt 7. 

Commenter Name: Domestic Energy Producers Alliance 
Commenter Affiliation: Domestic Energy Producers Alliance 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5425 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: Methane emissions are already well below the threshold of natural gas to 
maintain climate benefits. The data form the EPA's Greenhouse Gas Inventory shows that 
actions already being taken by the industry are demonstrating substantial results. This report 
showed a decline in methane emissions from the oil and gas production industry. For natural gas 
production specifically, the EPA credited the industry for their "voluntary reductions" in 
methane, specifically through the use of new technologies. As the EPA observed, "The decrease 
in production emissions is due to increased voluntary reductions, from activities such as 
replacing high bleed pneumatic devices, regulatory reductions, and the increased use of plunger 
lifts for liquids unloading." 

Response: The EPA addressed the assertion that methane emissions from oil and gas sources are 
already steadily declining in section IV.C of the preamble to the final rule. 

Commenter Name: Steve Henke 
Commenter Affiliation: New Mexico Oil and Gas Association (NMOGA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6850 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: NMOGA believes these new regulations are not necessary. As demonstrated in 
the EPA's greenhouse gas information tool, the FLIGHT tool, the onshore oil and natural gas 
industry has reduced methane emissions more than 20% between 2012 and 2014 despite a 
historic increase in oil production. As demonstrated in the mandatory GHG reporting rule, the 
industry is improving efficiency without additional strangulating regulations that could hinder 
America's independence from foreign oil. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5425, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Jimmy D. Carlile 
Commenter Affiliation: Fasken Oil and Ranch, Ltd. 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6851 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: Fasken understands the immense concern about methane emissions. Methane is a 
powerful greenhouse gas and could be detrimental to efforts to reverse the perceived human 
inputs to climate change. An important fact that Fasken would like to remind the EPA is that 
methane is a valuable commodity. Petroleum production companies prefer to sell the methane 
rather than release it to the atmosphere. In this regard, petroleum companies are ever vigilant to 
prevent the release of methane to the atmosphere and ensure it is sold. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 

Commenter Name: Jimmy D. Carlile 
Commenter Affiliation: Fasken Oil and Ranch, Ltd. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6851 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: Fasken believes these new regulations are not necessary. As demonstrated in the 
EPA's greenhouse gas reporting tool, the FLIGHT tool, the onshore oil and natural gas industry 
has reduced methane emissions more than 20% between 2012 and 2014 despite a historic 
increase in oil production. As demonstrated in the mandatory GHG reporting rule, the industry is 
improving efficiency without additional regulations that could hinder America's independence 
from foreign oil. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5425, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Wesley D. Lloyd, Freeman Mills PC 
Commenter Affiliation: Texas Independent Producers and Royalty Owners Association 
(TIPRO) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6893 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: According to EPA data, methane emissions from oil and natural gas production 
represent a diminutive 1.07% of its own Greenhouse Gas Inventory. Emissions from oil and 
natural gas development have fallen 35% since 2007, even as natural gas production increased 
by 22%. EPA data also shows methane emissions from hydraulically fractured gas wells fell 
73% between 2011 and 2013. Total methane emissions from production, processing and 
transmission have already fallen from 170 million metric tons in 1990 to 148 million metric tons 
in 2013. See Table 3(a), 80 Fed. Reg. 56607. 

As EPA notes in section VI.A.4.a, methane emissions result primarily from field production 
operations. Id. New domestic drilling activity in the United States has decreased more than 50% 
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this year due to continued volatility in commodity prices. Despite the downturn in exploration 
and production activity, and clear decline in methane emissions from indus try operations, EPA 
projects-without explaining the basis-an increase in emissions from the oil and natural gas 
sector of 25% over the next decade. EPA's flawed assumptions and projections call into question 
the necessity of the proposed rules, along with their ultimate validity and enforceability. 

Finally, it is important to keep in mind that oil and natural gas producers already have a 
significant incentive to prevent methane emissions. Methane is a valuable commodity that, when 
not lost to the atmosphere, generates revenue. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5425, Excerpt 5. 

Commenter Name: Gretchen C. Kern, Sr. Policy Advisor, Environmental and Sustainable 
Development 
Commenter Affiliation: Pioneer Natural Resources USA, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6998 
Comment Excerpt Number: 7 

Comment: The big picture - oil and gas exploration and production GHG emissions are a very 
small contribution, less than 1.07% to overall U.S. GHG emissions 

Since 2008, U.S. shale gas production has grown 400 percent, while methane emissions have 
declined 13.3 percent. According to 2013 EPA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reporting data, methane 
emissions from oil and natural gas exploration and production are 1.07 percent of total U.S. 
GHG emissions. Further reductions will be demonstrated because of"green" or "reduced 
emission completions" that were phased-in through the 2012 regulations. In January 2015, the 
Administration announced its intent to initiate rulemaking to further reduce methane emissions 
from oil and natural gas systems, including the production sector. Specifically, it announced a 
target of a 40-45 percent reduction in 2012 emissions by 2025. For the production and 
exploration segment of the oil and natural gas sector, additional regulations are unnecessary. As 
the Administration observed in its announcement: 

"In 2012, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) laid a foundation for further action when 
it issued standards for volatile organic compounds (VOC) from the oil and natural gas industry. 
These standards, when fully implemented, are expected to reduce 190,000 to 290,000 tons of 
VOC and decrease methane emissions in an amount equivalent to 33 million tons of carbon 
pollution per year [from the exploration and production segment]." 

As IP AA and AXPC explain in their comments, this reduction exceeds the emissions target 
percentage of the production sector of the oil and natural gas industry. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 47. 
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Commenter Name: Howard J Feldman 
Commenter Affiliation: American Petroleum Institute 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6884 
Comment Excerpt Number: 186 

Comment: The proposed rule is part of the President's "Methane Strategy," which includes 
multiple regulations and programs from several different agencies, intended to further reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from oil and natural gas operations. However, it's important to take 
into account the recent methane emission trends associated with our industry. Even as U.S. oil 
and natural gas production has surged, methane emissions have declined significantly. For 
example, EPA's GHG inventory shows methane emissions from hydraulically-fractured natural 
gas wells have fallen nearly 79 percent since 2005 and total methane emissions from natural gas 
systems are down 11 percent over the same period. According to the Energy Information 
Agency, these reductions have occurred during a time when total U.S. gas production has 
increased 44% and, as a result of the increased use of natural gas, C02 emissions from the 
energy sector are now near 20-year lows. These trends are indicative of what our industry, when 
given the freedom to innovate, can achieve to improve the environment as we bolster our 
nation's energy security. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5425, Excerpt 5. 
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15.6 Date for New Source Determination 

Commenter Name: W. Michael Scott, General Counsel 
Commenter Affiliation: Trilogy Operating, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603 
Comment Excerpt Number: 41 

Comment: Finally, EPA has undermined the framework of the NSPS program and the 
Administrative Procedure Act by applying the Methane NSPS to all facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after September 18, 2015. As noted above, the NSPS program is 
designed to address new rather than existing sources. "New" means "new- after a regulation is 
issued". Otherwise, EPA could regulate all existing sources under the NSPS program, because all 
sources were new at some point in time. By using the date that the proposed Methane NSPS was 
published in the Federal Register, rather than the date that the final Methane NSPS is published, 
EPA has ignored this important constraint on the limits of the NSPS program. Using the date of 
publication of the proposed, rather than final rule, also undermines the public notice and 
comment required by the Administrative Procedure Act by effectively telling businesses that 
their comments will be ignored and that they have no choice but to comply with the rule as 
proposed. In order for the public to be able to meaningfully comment on a proposal, the proposal 
cannot begin triggering regulatory requirements before the public has had an opportunity to 
comment on those requirements. 

Response: Section Ill of the CAA requires the EPA Administrator to list categories 
of stationary sources that, in his or her judgment, cause or contribute significantly to air pollution 
which may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare. The EPA must 
then issue "standards of performance" for new sources in such source categories. Standards of 
performance under section Ill are issued for new, modified and reconstructed stationary 
sources. These standards are referred to as "new source performance standards." Section 
lll(a)(2) defines "new source" to mean "any stationary source, the construction or modification 
of which is commenced after the publication of regulations (or, if earlier, proposed regulations) 
prescribing a standard of performance under this section which will be applicable to such 
source." The commenter's suggestion would violate the statute. 

Commenter Name: W. Michael Scott, General Counsel 
Commenter Affiliation: Trilogy Operating, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603 
Comment Excerpt Number: 57 

Comment: EPA's decision to make the Methane NSPS apply retroactively to all facilities 
modified or reconstructed after September 18, 2015, but prior to the issuance of the final rule, 
raises due process and notice concerns. The Methane NSPS states that it would apply to any 
facility that was new, modified, or reconstructed after the proposed Methane NSPS appeared in 
the Federal Register on September 18,2015. EPA has introduced new definitions of 
"modification" for portions of the Methane NSPS, and may further alter those definitions before 
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the rule is finalized. As previously discussed in this comment, those definitions are also 
problematically broad and vague. This puts members of the oil and gas industry in an unfair 
situation, as they may inadvertently trigger the requirements in the Methane NSPS by making a 
"modification" to a facility under a version of the definition that has not yet been finalized or 
clarified. 

Given the potential impact of the Methane NSPS, it is not at all unlikely that EPA will spend 
substantial time responding to all of the public comments and revising the rule before it is 
finalized. The final Methane NSPS is also likely to face challenges in court that could further 
delay the implementation of this mle. Existing facilities frequently require maintenance work 
and updates to their equipment. Until the Methane NSPS is finalized and completed, operators 
will not know whether they can make certain alterations to their existing facilities without 
suddenly triggering the NSPS requirements, and thus cannot plan for the necessary compliance 
costs and personnel hiring that they will need for their facilities. 

Recommendation: EPA should only apply the Methane NSPS to facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after the effective date of the rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: Bradley C. Cross, President/Partner 
Commenter Affiliation: Big Star Oil & Gas, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6757 
Comment Excerpt Number: 37 

Comment: Finally, EPA has undermined the framework of the NSPS program and the 
Administrative Procedure Act by applying the Methane NSPS to all facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after September 18, 2015. As noted above, the NSPS program is 
designed to address new rather than existing sources. "New" means "new- after a regulation is 
issued". Otherwise, EPA could regulate all existing sources under the NSPS program, because all 
sources were new at some point in time. By using the date that the proposed Methane NSPS was 
published in the Federal Register, rather than the date that the final Methane NSPS is published, 
EPA has ignored this important constraint on the limits of the NSPS program. Using the date of 
publication of the proposed, rather than final rule, also undermines the public notice and 
comment required by the Administrative Procedure Act by effectively telling businesses that 
their comments will be ignored and that they have no choice but to comply with the rule as 
proposed. In order for the public to be able to meaningfully comment on a proposal, the proposal 
cannot begin triggering regulatory requirements before the public has had an opportunity to 
comment on those requirements. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 
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Commenter Name: Bradley C. Cross, President/Partner 
Commenter Affiliation: Big Star Oil & Gas, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6757 
Comment Excerpt Number: 48 

Comment: EPA's decision to make the Methane NSPS apply retroactively to all facilities 
modified or reconstructed after September 18, 2015, but prior to the issuance of the final rule, 
raises due process and notice concerns. 

The Methane NSPS states that it would apply to any facility that was new, modified, or 
reconstructed after the proposed Methane NSPS appeared in the Federal Register on September 
18, 2015. EPA has introduced new definitions of "modification" for portions of the Methane 
NSPS, and may further alter those definitions before the rule is finalized. As previously 
discussed in this comment, those definitions are also problematically broad and vague. This puts 
members of the oil and gas industry in an unfair situation, as they may inadvertently trigger the 
requirements in the Methane NSPS by making a "modification" to a facility under a version of 
the definition that has not yet been finalized or clarified. 

Given the potential impact of the Methane NSPS, it is not at all unlikely that EPA will spend 
substantial time responding to all of the public comments and revising the rule before it is 
finalized. The final Methane NSPS is also likely to face challenges in court that could further 
delay the implementation of this mle. Existing facilities frequently require maintenance work 
and updates to their equipment. Until the Methane NSPS is finalized and completed, operators 
will not know whether they can make certain alterations to their existing facilities without 
suddenly triggering the NSPS requirements, and thus cannot plan for the necessary compliance 
costs and personnel hiring that they will need for their facilities. 

Recommendation: EPA should only apply the Methane NSPS to facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstmcted after the effective date of the mle. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: Glenn Prescott 
Commenter Affiliation: RK Petroleum Corporation 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6788 
Comment Excerpt Number: 38 

Comment: Finally, EPA has undermined the framework of the NSPS program and the 
Administrative Procedure Act by applying the Methane NSPS to all facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstmcted after September 18, 2015. As noted above, the NSPS program is 
designed to address new rather than existing sources. "New" means "new- after a regulation is 
issued". Otherwise, EPA could regulate all existing sources under the NSPS program, because all 
sources were new at some point in time. By using the date that the proposed Methane NSPS was 
published in the Federal Register, rather than the date that the final Methane NSPS is published, 
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EPA has ignored this important constraint on the limits of the NSPS program. Using the date of 
publication of the proposed, rather than final rule, also undermines the public notice and 
comment required by the Administrative Procedure Act by effectively telling businesses that 
their comments will be ignored and that they have no choice but to comply with the rule as 
proposed. In order for the public to be able to meaningfully comment on a proposal, the proposal 
cannot begin triggering regulatory requirements before the public has had an opportunity to 
comment on those requirements. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: Glenn Prescott 
Commenter Affiliation: RK Petroleum Corporation 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6788 
Comment Excerpt Number: 49 

Comment: EPA's decision to make the Methane NSPS apply retroactively to all facilities 
modified or reconstructed after September 18, 2015, but prior to the issuance of the final rule, 
raises due process and notice concerns. 

The Methane NSPS states that it would apply to any facility that was new, modified, or 
reconstructed after the proposed Methane NSPS appeared in the Federal Register on September 
18, 2015. EPA has introduced new definitions of "modification" for portions of the Methane 
NSPS, and may further alter those definitions before the rule is finalized. As previously 
discussed in this comment, those definitions are also problematically broad and vague. This puts 
members of the oil and gas industry in an unfair situation, as they may inadvertently trigger the 
requirements in the Methane NSPS by making a "modification" to a facility under a version of 
the definition that has not yet been finalized or clarified. 

Given the potential impact of the Methane NSPS, it is not at all unlikely that EPA will spend 
substantial time responding to all of the public comments and revising the rule before it is 
finalized. The final Methane NSPS is also likely to face challenges in court that could further 
delay the implementation of this rule. Existing facilities frequently require maintenance work 
and updates to their equipment. Until the Methane NSPS is finalized and completed, operators 
will not know whether they can make certain alterations to their existing facilities without 
suddenly triggering the NSPS requirements, and thus cannot plan for the necessary compliance 
costs and personnel hiring that they will need for their facilities. 

Recommendation: EPA should only apply the Methane NSPS to facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after the effective date of the rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 
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Commenter Name: W. Jeffrey Sparks 
Commenter Affiliation: Discovery Operating, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6790 
Comment Excerpt Number: 38 

Comment: Finally, EPA has undermined the framework of the NSPS program and the 
Administrative Procedure Act by applying the Methane NSPS to all facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after September 18, 2015. As noted above, the NSPS program is 
designed to address new rather than existing sources. "New" means "new- after a regulation is 
issued". Otherwise, EPA could regulate all existing sources under the NSPS program, because all 
sources were new at some point in time. By using the date that the proposed Methane NSPS was 
published in the Federal Register, rather than the date that the final Methane NSPS is published, 
EPA has ignored this important constraint on the limits of the NSPS program. Using the date of 
publication of the proposed, rather than final rule, also undermines the public notice and 
comment required by the Administrative Procedure Act by effectively telling businesses that 
their comments will be ignored and that they have no choice but to comply with the rule as 
proposed. In order for the public to be able to meaningfully comment on a proposal, the proposal 
cannot begin triggering regulatory requirements before the public has had an opportunity to 
comment on those requirements. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: W. Jeffrey Sparks 
Commenter Affiliation: Discovery Operating, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6790 
Comment Excerpt Number: 49 

Comment: EPA's decision to make the Methane NSPS apply retroactively to all facilities 
modified or reconstructed after September 18, 2015, but prior to the issuance of the final rule, 
raises due process and notice concerns. 

The Methane NSPS states that it would apply to any facility that was new, modified, or 
reconstructed after the proposed Methane NSPS appeared in the Federal Register on September 
18, 2015. EPA has introduced new definitions of "modification" for portions of the Methane 
NSPS, and may further alter those definitions before the rule is finalized. As previously 
discussed in this comment, those definitions are also problematically broad and vague. This puts 
members of the oil and gas industry in an unfair situation, as they may inadvertently trigger the 
requirements in the Methane NSPS by making a "modification" to a facility under a version of 
the definition that has not yet been finalized or clarified. 

Given the potential impact of the Methane NSPS, it is not at all unlikely that EPA will spend 
substantial time responding to all of the public comments and revising the rule before it is 
finalized. The final Methane NSPS is also likely to face challenges in court that could further 
delay the implementation of this rule. Existing facilities frequently require maintenance work 
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and updates to their equipment. Until the Methane NSPS is finalized and completed, operators 
will not know whether they can make certain alterations to their existing facilities without 
suddenly triggering the NSPS requirements, and thus cannot plan for the necessary compliance 
costs and personnel hiring that they will need for their facilities. 

Recommendation: EPA should only apply the Methane NSPS to facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after the effective date of the rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: Josh W. Luig 
Commenter Affiliation: Veritas Energy, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6797 
Comment Excerpt Number: 39 

Comment: Finally, EPA has undermined the framework of the NSPS program and the 
Administrative Procedure Act by applying the Methane NSPS to all facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after September 18, 2015. As noted above, the NSPS program is 
designed to address new rather than existing sources. "New" means "new- after a regulation is 
issued". Otherwise, EPA could regulate all existing sources under the NSPS program, because all 
sources were new at some point in time. By using the date that the proposed Methane NSPS was 
published in the Federal Register, rather than the date that the final Methane NSPS is published, 
EPA has ignored this important constraint on the limits of the NSPS program. Using the date of 
publication of the proposed, rather than final rule, also undermines the public notice and 
comment required by the Administrative Procedure Act by effectively telling businesses that 
their comments will be ignored and that they have no choice but to comply with the rule as 
proposed. In order for the public to be able to meaningfully comment on a proposal, the proposal 
cannot begin triggering regulatory requirements before the public has had an opportunity to 
comment on those requirements. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: Josh W. Luig 
Commenter Affiliation: Veritas Energy, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6797 
Comment Excerpt Number: 50 

Comment: EPA's decision to make the Methane NSPS apply retroactively to all facilities 
modified or reconstructed after September 18, 2015, but prior to the issuance of the final rule, 
raises due process and notice concerns. 
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The Methane NSPS states that it would apply to any facility that was new, modified, or 
reconstructed after the proposed Methane NSPS appeared in the Federal Register on September 
18, 2015. EPA has introduced new definitions of "modification" for portions of the Methane 
NSPS, and may further alter those definitions before the rule is finalized. As previously 
discussed in this comment, those definitions are also problematically broad and vague. This puts 
members of the oil and gas industry in an unfair situation, as they may inadvertently trigger the 
requirements in the Methane NSPS by making a "modification" to a facility under a version of 
the definition that has not yet been finalized or clarified. 

Given the potential impact of the Methane NSPS, it is not at all unlikely that EPA will spend 
substantial time responding to all of the public comments and revising the rule before it is 
finalized. The final Methane NSPS is also likely to face challenges in court that could further 
delay the implementation of this rule. Existing facilities frequently require maintenance work 
and updates to their equipment. Until the Methane NSPS is finalized and completed, operators 
will not know whether they can make certain alterations to their existing facilities without 
suddenly triggering the NSPS requirements, and thus cannot plan for the necessary compliance 
costs and personnel hiring that they will need for their facilities. 

Recommendation: EPA should only apply the Methane NSPS to facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after the effective date of the rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: Rick D. Davis, Jr. 
Commenter Affiliation: Midland Energy, Inc. and Petroplex Energy, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6801 
Comment Excerpt Number: 38 

Comment: Finally, EPA has undermined the framework of the NSPS program and the 
Administrative Procedure Act by applying the Methane NSPS to all facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after September 18, 2015. As noted above, the NSPS program is 
designed to address new rather than existing sources. "New" means "new- after a regulation is 
issued". Otherwise, EPA could regulate all existing sources under the NSPS program, because all 
sources were new at some point in time. By using the date that the proposed Methane NSPS was 
published in the Federal Register, rather than the date that the final Methane NSPS is published, 
EPA has ignored this important constraint on the limits of the NSPS program. Using the date of 
publication of the proposed, rather than final rule, also undermines the public notice and 
comment required by the Administrative Procedure Act by effectively telling businesses that 
their comments will be ignored and that they have no choice but to comply with the rule as 
proposed. In order for the public to be able to meaningfully comment on a proposal, the proposal 
cannot begin triggering regulatory requirements before the public has had an opportunity to 
comment on those requirements. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 
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Commenter Name: Rick D. Davis, Jr. 
Commenter Affiliation: Midland Energy, Inc. and Petroplex Energy, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6801 
Comment Excerpt Number: 49 

Comment: EPA's decision to make the Methane NSPS apply retroactively to all facilities 
modified or reconstructed after September 18, 2015, but prior to the issuance of the final rule, 
raises due process and notice concerns. 

The Methane NSPS states that it would apply to any facility that was new, modified, or 
reconstructed after the proposed Methane NSPS appeared in the Federal Register on September 
18, 2015. EPA has introduced new definitions of "modification" for portions of the Methane 
NSPS, and may further alter those definitions before the rule is finalized. As previously 
discussed in this comment, those definitions are also problematically broad and vague. This puts 
members of the oil and gas industry in an unfair situation, as they may inadvertently trigger the 
requirements in the Methane NSPS by making a "modification" to a facility under a version of 
the definition that has not yet been finalized or clarified. 

Given the potential impact of the Methane NSPS, it is not at all unlikely that EPA will spend 
substantial time responding to all of the public comments and revising the rule before it is 
finalized. The final Methane NSPS is also likely to face challenges in court that could further 
delay the implementation of this mle. Existing facilities frequently require maintenance work 
and updates to their equipment. Until the Methane NSPS is finalized and completed, operators 
will not know whether they can make certain alterations to their existing facilities without 
suddenly triggering the NSPS requirements, and thus cannot plan for the necessary compliance 
costs and personnel hiring that they will need for their facilities. 

Recommendation: EPA should only apply the Methane NSPS to facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after the effective date of the rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: Michael Hollis 
Commenter Affiliation: Diamondback E&P LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6869 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: EPA's decision to make the Methane NSPS apply retroactively to all 
facilities modified or reconstructed after September 18, 2015, but prior to the issuance of 
the final rule, raises due process and notice concerns. 
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The Methane NSPS states that it would apply to any facility that was new, modified, 
or reconstructed after the proposed Methane NSPS appeared in the Federal Register on 
September 18, 2015. EPA has introduced new definitions of "modification" for portions of the 
Methane NSPS, and may further alter those definitions before the rule is finalized. As previously 
discussed in this comment, those definitions are also problematically broad and vague. This puts 
members of the oil and gas industry in an unfair situation, as they may inadvertently trigger the 
requirements in the Methane NSPS by making a "modification" to a facility under a version of 
the definition that has not yet been finalized or clarified. 

Given the potential impact of the Methane NSPS, it is not at all unlikely that EPA will spend 
substantial time responding to all of the public comments and revising the rule before it 
is finalized. The final Methane NSPS is also likely to face challenges in court that could further 
delay the implementation of this rule. Existing facilities frequently require maintenance work 
and updates to their equipment. Until the Methane NSPS is finalized and completed, operators 
will not know whether they can make certain alterations to their existing facilities without 
suddenly triggering the NSPS requirements, and thus cannot plan for the necessary compliance 
costs and personnel hiring that they will need for their facilities. 

Recommendation: EPA should only apply the Methane NSPS to facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after the effective date of the rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: Denzil R. West, Vice President 
Commenter Affiliation: Reliance Energy, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6915 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: EPA's decision to make the Methane NSPS apply retroactively to all 
facilities modified or reconstructed after September 18, 2015, but prior to the issuance of 
the final rule, raises due process and notice concerns. 

The Methane NSPS states that it would apply to any facility that was new, modified, 
or reconstructed after the proposed Methane NSPS appeared in the Federal Register on 
September 18, 2015. EPA has introduced new definitions of "modification" for portions of the 
Methane NSPS, and may further alter those definitions before the rule is finalized. As previously 
discussed in this comment, those definitions are also problematically broad and vague. This puts 
members of the oil and gas industry in an unfair situation, as they may inadvertently trigger the 
requirements in the Methane NSPS by making a "modification" to a facility under a version of 
the definition that has not yet been finalized or clarified. 

Given the potential impact of the Methane NSPS, it is not at all unlikely that EPA will spend 
substantial time responding to all of the public comments and revising the rule before it 
is finalized. The final Methane NSPS is also likely to face challenges in court that could further 
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delay the implementation of this rule. Existing facilities frequently require maintenance work 
and updates to their equipment. Until the Methane NSPS is finalized and completed, operators 
will not know whether they can make certain alterations to their existing facilities without 
suddenly triggering the NSPS requirements, and thus cannot plan for the necessary compliance 
costs and personnel hiring that they will need for their facilities. 

Recommendation: EPA should only apply the Methane NSPS to facilities that are built, 
modified, or reconstructed after the effective date of the rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: Brandon M. Black, Vice President 
Commenter Affiliation: BC Operating, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6968 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: EPA's decision to make the Methane NSPS apply retroactively to all 
facilities modified or reconstructed after September 18, 2015, but prior to the issuance of 
the final rule, raises due process and notice concerns. 

The Methane NSPS states that it would apply to any facility that was new, modified, 
or reconstructed after the proposed Methane NSPS appeared in the Federal Register on 
September 18, 2015. EPA has introduced new definitions of "modification" for portions of the 
Methane NSPS, and may further alter those definitions before the rule is finalized. As 
previously discussed in this comment, those definitions are also problematically broad and 
vague. This puts members of the oil and gas industry in an unfair situation, as they may 
inadvertently trigger the requirements in the Methane NSPS by making a "modification" to a 
facility under a version of the definition that has not yet been finalized or clarified. 

Given the potential impact of the Methane NSPS, it is not at all unlikely that EPA will spend 
substantial time responding to all of the public comments and revising the rule before it 
is finalized. The final Methane NSPS is also likely to face challenges in court that could 
further delay the implementation of this rule. Existing facilities frequently require maintenance 
work and updates to their equipment. Until the Methane NSPS is finalized and completed, 
operators will not know whether they can make certain alterations to their existing facilities 
without suddenly triggering the NSPS requirements, and thus cannot plan for the necessary 
compliance costs and personnel hiring that they will need for their facilities. 

Recommendation: EPA should only apply the Methane NSPS to facilities that are 
built, modified, or reconstructed after the effective date of the rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

15-272 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00272 



Commenter Name: Joe Strickling, Operations Manager 
Commenter Affiliation: Patriot Resources, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6978 
Comment Excerpt Number: 13 

Comment: EPA's decision to make the Methane NSPS apply retroactively to all 
facilities modified or reconstructed after September 18, 2015, but prior to the issuance of 
the final rule, raises due process and notice concerns. 

The Methane NSPS states that it would apply to any facility that was new, modified, 
or reconstructed after the proposed Methane NSPS appeared in the Federal Register on 
September 18, 2015. EPA has introduced new definitions of "modification" for portions of the 
Methane NSPS, and may further alter those definitions before the rule is finalized. As 
previously discussed in this comment, those definitions are also problematically broad and 
vague. This puts members of the oil and gas industry in an unfair situation, as they may 
inadvertently trigger the requirements in the Methane NSPS by making a "modification" to a 
facility under a version of the definition that has not yet been finalized or clarified. 

Given the potential impact of the Methane NSPS, it is not at all unlikely that EPA will spend 
substantial time responding to all of the public comments and revising the rule before it 
is finalized. The final Methane NSPS is also likely to face challenges in court that could 
further delay the implementation of this rule. Existing facilities frequently require maintenance 
work and updates to their equipment. Until the Methane NSPS is finalized and completed, 
operators will not know whether they can make certain alterations to their existing facilities 
without suddenly triggering the NSPS requirements, and thus cannot plan for the necessary 
compliance costs and personnel hiring that they will need for their facilities. 

Recommendation: EPA should only apply the Methane NSPS to facilities that are 
built, modified, or reconstructed after the effective date of the rule 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: W. Michael Scott, General Counsel 
Commenter Affiliation: Trilogy Operating, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603 
Comment Excerpt Number: 44 

Comment: The final Methane NSPS should only apply to sources built, modified, or 
reconstructed after the final rule is published in the Federal Register. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 
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Commenter Name: Bradley C. Cross, President/Partnere 
Commenter Affiliation: Big Star Oil & Gas, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6757 
Comment Excerpt Number: 39 

Comment: The final Methane NSPS should only apply to sources built, modified, or 
reconstructed after the final rule is published in the Federal Register. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: Glenn Prescott 
Commenter Affiliation: RK Petroleum Corporation 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6788 
Comment Excerpt Number: 40 

Comment: The final Methane NSPS should only apply to sources built, modified, or 
reconstructed after the final rule is published in the Federal Register. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: W. Jeffrey Sparks 
Commenter Affiliation: Discovery Operating, Inc 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6790 
Comment Excerpt Number: 41 

Comment: The final Methane NSPS should only apply to sources built, modified, or 
reconstructed after the final rule is published in the Federal Register. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 

Commenter Name: Josh W. Luig 
Commenter Affiliation: Veritas Energy, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6797 
Comment Excerpt Number: 42 

Comment: The final Methane NSPS should only apply to sources built, modified, or 
reconstructed after the final rule is published in the Federal Register. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 
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Commenter Name: Rick D. Davis, Jr. 
Commenter Affiliation: Midland Energy, Inc. and Petroplex Energy, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6801 
Comment Excerpt Number: 40 

Comment: The final Methane NSPS should only apply to sources built, modified, or 
reconstructed after the final rule is published in the Federal Register. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6603, Excerpt 41. 
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15.7 New or Revised Definitions 

Commenter Name: Rodney Sartor 
Commenter Affiliation: Enterprise Products Partners L.P. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6807 
Comment Excerpt Number: 38 

Comment: EPA's proposed revision to the definition of "capital expenditure" would create 
confusion within the industry, and result in less significant changes to facilities triggering the 
NSPS requirements. Currently, the regulation describing the applicability of the equipment leaks 
provisions for onshore natural gas processing plants states that the "addition or replacement of 
equipment for the purpose of process improvement that is accomplished without a capital 
expenditure shall not by itself be considered a modification under this subpart." This regulation 
does not define "capital expenditure," and EPA has proposed to specifically define the term 
"capital expenditure" with an updated formula to reflect the calendar year in which Subpart 
0000 was proposed, as well as specifying that the B value for Subpart 0000 is 4.5. Under 
EPA's proposed changes, many more activities will trigger a "modification." Under the old 
method, operators with an initial investment of $1,000,000 in an "affected facility" could make 
around $300,000 in equipment changes before the definition was triggered, whereas under the 
new definition the requirements will be triggered around $100,000 of expenditures. This is an 
unnecessarily low threshold for the modification requirement. The proposed B value should be 
revised to reflect the correct value of inflation for the Subpart 0000 period. 

Response: The EPA disagrees with the commenter, and has chosen to finalize the definition of 
capital expenditure as proposed. The commenter has not provided sufficient information for EPA 
to discern why the proposal was flawed. 

Commenter Name: Howard J Feldman 
Commenter Affiliation: American Petroleum Institute 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6884 
Comment Excerpt Number: 45 

Comment: THE PROPOSED EQUATION FOR CAPITAL EXPENDITURE IS NOT 
REPRESENTATIVE OF CURRENT ECONOMIC CONDITIONS. 

The Proposed Equation Models Inflation Improperly, Potentially Accelerating Moving 
Sites From KKK To 0000 And Impacting Processing Plant Economics. 

The original equation proposed by EPA in §60.5430a is the following; A= B * Y, where Y = 1-
0.575*log(1982-X), X= the year and B = 4.5. This formula was modeled based on the inflation 
of the late 1970s and early 1980s. This inflation was much higher than that seen today. Simply 
inserting 2011 into this equation will unrepresentatively discount the value of B. API proposes 
that EPA use a Consumer Price Index (CPI) based equation to discount B (valued at 4.5% for our 
industry) as shown below: 
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Y = (CPI of date of construction or reconstruction/CPI of date of component price data) 

The component price data must be adjusted for inflation if it is not current data. Figure 16-1 
[AAAGRP Discount from B=4.5% Method Comparison (2011)] and Figure 16-2 [AAAGRP 
Discount from B=4.5% Method Comparison (1982)] depict a comparison of the two equations 
showing the value of A, the red curve using the proposed equation Y = 1- 0.575*log(2011-X), 
and the blue curve showing the equation above using 2012 price data. This demonstrates that the 
equation proposed by the EPA unrepresentatively overstates the effect of inflation in terms of 
discounting the value of B. The second graph (Figure 16-2) shows that using Y = 1-
0.575*log(1982-X), and 1982 as the date of component price data, the value ofY predicts 
inflation adequately for the late 1970s and early 1980s. 

The effect of the improper use of inflation is that gas plants that are built after 1982 that were not 
designed to comply with the more stringent 0000 regulations will be forced to comply with 
0000 with as little as one valve added to the process unit. Large replacements of"equipment" 
(as defined in the regulation) may be needed to comply with this change, and permanent plant 
shutdowns may occur as a result because these replacements are uneconomic. This could result 
in increased flaring of wet gas and increased VOC emissions, or the shutting in of oil wells as a 
result. In addition, EPA must ensure that the definition of expenditure is not retroactive to 
eliminate interpretation issues. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6807, Excerpt 38. 

Commenter Name: Matthew Hite 
Commenter Affiliation: Gas Processors Association (GPA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6881 
Comment Excerpt Number: 41 

Comment: EPA Must Revise Its Capital Expenditure Calculation 

EPA's proposed equation for Capital Expenditure is not representative of current economic 
conditions characterized by low inflation and must be revised. The original equation; A= B * Y, 
where Y = 1- 0.575*log(1982-X) and B = 4.5; was modeled based on the inflation of the late 
1970s and early 1980s. This equation was intended to reflect-or correlate with- changes in the 
Consumer Price Index ("CPI"). However, inflation was much higher in 1982 than it is today. Yet 
EPA's proposed revision to this definition simply substitutes a new starting year, 2011, into the 
prior equation without accounting for the different economic conditions present in 1982 and 
2011. By simply inserting 2011 into this equation, EPA has generated an unrepresentatively low 
value for A that substantially reduces the capital expenditure threshold for NSPS modifications 
under Subpart OOOOa. GPA proposes that EPA use a CPI-based equation to discount B (valued 
at 4.5% for the oil and gas sector) as shown below: 

Y = (CPI of date of construction or reconstruction/CPI of date of component price data) 
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When changes are made at an existing facility, the component price data must be adjusted for 
inflation if it is not current. Attached as Figure 1 is a comparison of the two equations showing 
the value of A over time. The red curve uses EPA's proposed equation Y = 1- 0.575*log(2011-
X), and the blue curve uses GPA's proposed equation above using 2012 price data. A 
comparison of the two curves shows that the equation proposed by the EPA is no longer 
correlated with changes in the CPI and unrepresentatively overstates the effect of inflation in 
terms of discounting the value of B. In contrast Figure 2 is a comparison showing older data 
points using EPA's original equation and GPA's proposed equation. The red curve uses EPA's 
original equation Y = 1- 0.575*log(1982-X), and the blue curve uses GPA's proposed equation 
above using 1982 as the date of component price data. In Figure 2, GP A's proposed equation 
tracks EPA's model very closely. This suggests that GPA's proposed equation does in fact 
capture EPA's original intent in establishing capital expenditure thresholds and should be used in 
lieu of EPA's proposed equation using 2011 as a starting point. 

Failure to revise this equation will have serious repercussions for the oil and gas industry. The 
effect is that gas plants that were built after 1982 that were not designed to comply with the more 
stringent 0000 regulations could exceed the capital expenditure threshold and trigger a 
modification based on extremely small changes. For example, a source could exceed the capital 
expenditure threshold and be forced to comply with Subpart OOOOa by simply adding a valve to 
an existing process unit. Under such circumstances, large replacements of"equipment" (as 
defined in the regulation) may then be needed to comply with this change. Given the expense 
associated with such replacements, premature and permanent plant shutdowns may occur if 
replacements are deemed uneconomic. This could result in increased flaring of wet gas and 
increased VOC emissions, or the shutting in of oil wells. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6807, Excerpt 38. 

Commenter Name: C. Wyman 
Commenter Affiliation: American Gas Association 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6874 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: AGA Supports EPA's Treatment of Gas Distribution under the Proposed Rule. AGA 
agrees with EPA's proposal to not impose mandatory NSPS for methane or volatile organic 
compound (VOC) emissions from natural gas distribution systems. EPA's proposal is consistent 
with the continuing downward trend in methane emissions from the distribution sector based on 
voluntary process improvements and pipe replacement programs. In light of this progress, AGA 
supports EPA's decision to create incentives for further distribution reductions through EPA's 
proposed Natural Gas STAR Methane Challenge Program. 

We are very concerned that the proposed rule does not clearly define the dividing line between 
transmission and distribution. The proposal relies on the term "city gate," which would be 
defined as "the delivery point at which natural gas is transferred from a transmission pipeline to 
the local gas utility." The problem is that "city gate" is a term used throughout the industry- but 
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not with a consistent meaning. Some companies use the term "city gate" to refer to the point of 
custody transfer- where the upstream local producer or interstate pipeline company transfers 
custody of the natural gas commodity to the local distribution company (LDC). Such custody 
transfer stations take the gas at transmission pressure, which they typically, but not always, 
reduce to distribution level pressures. Such stations can be transmission to transmission (T -T) 
stations; they are not always transmission to distribution (T -D) stations. Other companies use the 
term "city gate" to refer to stations that are within their distribution systems and literally at the 
entrance to a city or town distribution system - but such stations can have higher pressure 
distribution (not transmission) lines feeding the station, with lower pressure distribution lines 
existing the station (D-Ds). In other words, there are many pressure reduction stations that are 
called city gates and yet are not the dividing line between transmission pressure and distribution 
pressure lines. And many companies use other terms to describe the dividing line between 
upstream interstate transmission and the LDC 's downstream intrastate transmission or 
distribution assets. EPA's proposed definition of "city gate" only complicates these matters. 

The lack of a commonly understood meaning for the term "city gate" caused similar confusion in 
the first promulgated version ofEPA's Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program, 40 C.P.R. Part 98, 
Subpart W (GHGRP or Subpart W), resulting in AGA's petition for judicial review, and EPA's 
subsequent clarifying revisions to Subpart W to better define the types of metering and 
regulating stations that would be subject to Subpart W leak surveys. 

To avoid confusion, AGA requests EPA not to use the term "city gate," but instead to use the 
term "LDC custody transfer station" -defined to mean a metering station where the LDC takes 
the natural gas supply from its upstream supplier, either an interstate transmission pipeline or a 
local natural gas producer, for delivery to customers through the LDC's intrastate transmission or 
distribution lines. If EPA wishes to distinguish intrastate transmission from intrastate 
distribution, the appropriate dividing line would be to use the term T -D station, as defined in 
Subpart W, § 98.238. 

Further, we believe that EPA did not intend to impose the proposed standards on intrastate 
transmission lines. State-regulated LDCs operate "transmission lines" (as defined by the 
Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration 
(PHMSA) and Subpart W) within a single state as part of their systems for delivering natural gas 
to residential and commercial customers. These transmission lines are usually operated at lower 
pressures than one would find in large interstate pipelines, and the compression stations that 
LDCs operate are usually smaller than their interstate cousins. In fact, LDCs often do not operate 
any compression stations on their intrastate transmission lines. While these intrastate lines are 
defined by PHMSA to operate at transmission level pressures, they are really part of the LDC 's 
distribution of gas to customers within the state. There is often no need for further compression 
to move the gas from the custody transfer station to the next pressure reduction station. AGA 
urges EPA to exclude LDC-operated intrastate transmission, storage, and distribution pipelines 
downstream of custody transfer stations where natural gas is transferred to the LDC, and to 
amend the proposed definition of "natural gas transmission" as follows: 

Natural gas transmission means the pipelines used for the long distance transport of natural gas 
(excluding processing) upstream of an LDC custody transfer station where the custody of 
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natural gas is transferred to a Local Distribution Company (LDC). Specific equipment used 
in natural gas transmission includes the land, mains, valves, meters, boosters, regulators, storage 
vessels, dehydrators, compressors, and their driving units and appurtenances, and equipment 
used for transporting gas from a production plant, delivery point of purchased gas, gathering 
system, storage area, or other wholesale source of gas to one or more distribution area(s). 
Natural gas transmission excludes intrastate transmission or distribution pipelines that are 
operated by an LDC within a single state that is regulated as a separate operating company 
by a public utility commission or such pipelines that are operated as an independent 
municipally-owned distribution system, or transmission or distribution pipelines that are 
operated by an LDC pursuant to a certificate issued under 15 U.S.C. § 717f. 

Defining natural gas transmission in this manner will avoid confusion, ensure greater consistency 
with EPA's greenhouse gas regulations, and will recognize the significant and ongoing 
reductions in methane emissions achieved by the distribution sector. 

Response: The proposed mle uses the term "city gate" to delineate the boundary of the natural 
gas production, processing, transmission, and storage segments (that is, these segments do not 
extend beyond the city gate). We defined "city gate" in the proposed mle as "the delivery point 
at which natural gas is transferred from a transmission pipeline to the local gas utility." However, 
the commenter argues that the term "city gate" has various meanings in the industry and the use 
of the term in the proposed mle creates confusion. While we believe that the term "city gate" is 
defined appropriately in the proposed mle, based on the various uses of the term provided by the 
commenter we agree that the term may result in some level of confusion. In order to avoid such 
confusion, in the final mle we have removed the term "city gate" and replaced it with "local 
distribution company (LDC) custody transfer station" with the following definition: 

Local distribution company (LDC) custody transfer station means a metering station where the 
LDC receives a natural gas supply from an upstream supplier, which may be an interstate 
transmission pipeline or a local natural gas producer, for delivery to customers through the 
LDC's intrastate transmission or distribution lines. 

In addition, we have replaced the term "city gate" with "LDC custody transfer station" in the 
definition of"cmde oil and natural gas source category" in§ 60.5430a, which is the only use of 
the term "city gate" in the proposed mle. 

Commenter Name: Pamela Lacey, Chief Regulatory Counsel 
Commenter Affiliation: American Gas Association (AGA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6936 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: AGA Supports EPA's Treatment of Gas Distribution under the Proposed Rule. 

AGA agrees with EPA's proposal to not impose mandatory NSPS for methane or volatile 
organic compound (VOC) emissions from natural gas distribution systems. EPA's proposal is 
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consistent with the continuing downward trend in methane emissions from the distribution sector 
based on voluntary process improvements and pipe replacement programs. In light of this 
progress, AGA supports EPA's decision to create incentives for further distribution reductions 
through EPA's proposed Natural Gas STAR Methane Challenge Program. 

We are very concerned that the proposed rule does not clearly define the dividing line between 
transmission and distribution. The proposal relies on the term "city gate," which would be 
defined as "the delivery point at which natural gas is transferred from a transmission pipeline to 
the local gas utility." The problem is that "city gate" is a term used throughout the industry- but 
not with a consistent meaning. Some companies use the term "city gate" to refer to the point of 
custody transfer- where the upstream local producer or interstate pipeline company transfers 
custody of the natural gas commodity to the local distribution company (LDC). Such custody 
transfer stations take the gas at transmission pressure, which they typically, but not always, 
reduce to distribution level pressures. Such stations can be transmission to transmission (T -T) 
stations; they are not always transmission to distribution (T -D) stations. Other companies use the 
term "city gate" to refer to stations that are within their distribution systems and literally at the 
entrance to a city or town distribution system - but such stations can have higher pressure 
distribution (not transmission) lines feeding the station, with lower pressure distribution lines 
existing the station (D-Ds). In other words, there are many pressure reduction stations that are 
called city gates and yet are not the dividing line between transmission pressure and distribution 
pressure lines. And many companies use other terms to describe the dividing line between 
upstream interstate transmission and the LDC 's downstream intrastate transmission or 
distribution assets. EPA's proposed definition of"city gate" only complicates these matters. 

The lack of a commonly understood meaning for the term "city gate" caused similar confusion in 
the first promulgated version ofEPA's Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program, 40 C.P.R. Part 98, 
Subpart W (GHGRP or Subpart W), resulting in AGA's petition for judicial review, and EPA's 
subsequent clarifying revisions to Subpart W to better define the types of metering and 
regulating stations that would be subject to Subpart W leak surveys. 

To avoid confusion, AGA requests EPA not to use the term "city gate," but instead to use the 
term "LDC custody transfer station" - defined to mean a metering station where the LDC takes 
the natural gas supply from its upstream supplier, either an interstate transmission pipeline or a 
local natural gas producer, for delivery to customers through the LDC's intrastate transmission or 
distribution lines. If EPA wishes to distinguish intrastate transmission from intrastate 
distribution, the appropriate dividing line would be to use the term T -D station, as defined in 
Subpart W, §98.238. 

Further, we believe that EPA did not intend to impose the proposed standards on intrastate 
transmission lines. State-regulated LDCs operate "transmission lines" (as defined by the 
Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration 
(PHMSA) and Subpart W) within a single state as part of their systems for delivering natural gas 
to residential and commercial customers. These transmission lines are usually operated at lower 
pressures than one would find in large interstate pipelines, and the compression stations that 
LDCs operate are usually smaller than their interstate cousins. In fact, LDCs often do not operate 
any compression stations on their intrastate transmission lines. While these intrastate lines are 
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defined by PHMSA to operate at transmission level pressures, they are really part of the LDC 's 
distribution of gas to customers within the state. There is often no need for further compression 
to move the gas from the custody transfer station to the next pressure reduction station. AGA 
urges EPA to exclude LDC-operated intrastate transmission, storage, and distribution pipelines 
downstream of custody transfer stations where natural gas is transferred to the LDC, and to 
amend the proposed definition of"natural gas transmission" as follows: 

Natural gas transmission means the pipelines used for the long distance transport of natural gas 
(excluding processing) upstream of an LDC custody transfer station where the custody of natural 
gas is transferred to a Local Distribution Company (LDC). Specific equipment used in natural 
gas transmission includes the land, mains, valves, meters, boosters, regulators, storage vessels, 
dehydrators, compressors, and their driving units and appurtenances, and equipment used for 
transporting gas from a production plant, delivery point of purchased gas, gathering system, 
storage area, or other wholesale source of gas to one or more distribution area(s). Natural gas 
transmission excludes intrastate transmission or distribution pipelines that are operated by an 
LDC within a single state that is regulated as a separate operating company by a public utility 
commission or such pipelines that are operated as an independent municipally-owned 
distribution system, or transmission or distribution pipelines that are operated by an LDC 
pursuant to a certificate issued under 15 U.S.C. §717f. 

Defining natural gas transmission in this manner will avoid confusion, ensure greater consistency 
with EPA's greenhouse gas regulations, and will recognize the significant and ongoing 
reductions in methane emissions achieved by the distribution sector. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6874, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Andy McDonald 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6875 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: As stated in the comments submitted on this proposed rule by AGA, we respectfully 
request that EPA amends the proposed definition of "natural gas transmission" as follows: 

Interstate natural gas transmission means the pipelines used for the interstate long distance 
transport of natural gas (excluding processing) upstream of a custody transfer station where the 
custody of natural gas is transferred to an LDC. Specific equipment used in natural gas 
transmission includes the land, mains, valves, meters, boosters, regulators, storage vessels, 
dehydrators, compressors, and their driving units and appurtenances, and equipment used for 
transporting gas from a production plant, delivery point of purchased gas, gathering system, 
storage area, or other wholesale source of gas to one or more distribution area(s). Interstate 
natural gas transmission excludes intrastate transmission or distribution pipelines that are 
operated by a LDC within a single state that is regulated as a separate operating company by a 
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public utility commission or that is operated as an independent municipally -owned distribution 
system. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6874, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Andy McDonald 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6875 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: We recommend that the EPA clearly defines the difference between transmission and 
distribution. The term "city gate" can have multiple meanings throughout the industry. To 
maintain consistency and avoid confusion, we recommend that EPA uses the term "custody 
transfer station" in place of "city gate." "Custody transfer station" would be defined as a metering 
station where the LDC takes possession of the natural gas supply from its upstream supplier, 
either an interstate transmission pipeline or a local natural gas producer, for delivery to 
customers through the LDC's intrastate transmission or distribution lines. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6874, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: Kelly Guertin, Senior Environmental Engineer, Environmental 
Management and Resources 
Commenter Affiliation: DTE Energy (DTE Gas Company) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7052 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: DTE Energy agrees with EPA's proposal to not impose mandatory NSPS for 
methane or volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from natural gas distribution 
systems. DTE Energy supports AGA's request that EPA clarify the proposed mle to more clearly 
define the dividing line between transmission and distribution and to exclude intrastate 
transmission from regulation. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6874, Excerpt 2. 

Commenter Name: RichardS. Anderson, Director of Air Quality Compliance 
Commenter Affiliation: Plains All American Pipeline, LP 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6996 
Comment Excerpt Number: 9 
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Comment: New Definition- "Certifying Official". The proposed rule creates the new position 
or authority of"Certifying Official." The only differences between the definitions of"Certifying 
Official" and "Responsible Official" are that 1) EPA reserves the right to evaluate the delegation 
of certification authority to a DAR, and 2) the definition of"Certifying Official" clarifies what 
positions qualify for this certifying authority when the general partner of a partnership is a 
corporation. 

Plains appreciates the clarification of certification authority for general partners that are 
corporations. However, the proliferation of such definitions concerning certifying authority 
within EPA's rules adds unnecessarily to the complexity of EPA's rules, resulting in the 
potential for confusion within the regulated community. It is not clear why the definition of 
"Responsible Official," at least for purposes of this rule, could not simply have been revised to 
match the proposed definition of"Certifying Official." 

Response: The commenter is incorrect that the proposed rule creates a new position of 
"certifying official." In the amendments to 40 CFR 60, subpart 0000 that the EPA finalized on 
December 31, 2014, we amended the provisions related to "responsible official" to remove any 
confusion by the regulated community with respect to the requirements for certifying under 
subpart 0000 and references to "responsible official" under the title V permitting program. To 
that end, we changed the term "responsible official" to "certifying official" in those previous 
amendments. 

Another commenter pointed out that we continued to include the definition of"responsible 
official" in the definitions listed in§ 60.5430a, even though the term is not used elsewhere in the 
proposed rule. We appreciate the commenter bringing this to our attention and we have removed 
the definition of "responsible official" in the final rule. 

Commenter Name: RichardS. Anderson, Director of Air Quality Compliance 
Commenter Affiliation: Plains All American Pipeline, LP 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6996 
Comment Excerpt Number: 10 

Comment: Definition of "Responsible Official". The term "Responsible official" is defined in 
Section 60.5430a but does not appear anywhere else in the rule. If EPA retains the newly defined 
authority of "Certifying Official" in the final rule, then the definition of "Responsible Official" 
should be removed from the rule. 

As stated above, however, we feel it would be preferable to simply revise the definition of 
"Responsible Official." 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6996, Excerpt 9. 
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Commenter Name: Matthew Hite 
Commenter Affiliation: Gas Processors Association (GPA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6881 
Comment Excerpt Number: 46 

Comment: EPA Did Not Fully Remove All Language Related to "Permits" in the Definition of 
"Responsible Official." 

As EPA explained in the preamble to the proposed revisions published July 17,2014, "the 2012 
NSPS uses the term 'permitting authority' in the definition of 'responsible official.' The NSPS is 
not a permitting program, and the annual compliance certification that requires signature of the 
'responsible official' is a requirement of the NSPS and is not associated with a permitting 
program. As a result, we are proposing to replace the term 'permitting authority' with 
'Administrator' in the definition of 'responsible official' to be consistent with other notification 
and reporting requirements of the NSPS." 79 Fed. Reg. at 41,762. As GPA explained in 
comments to that proposal, the definition of "Responsible Official" in Subpart 0000 still 
contains a reference to permit applications. The same definition is proposed for Subpart OOOOa. 
We suggest the following changes to the definition of responsible official in Subparts 0000 and 
OOOOa: 

Responsible official means one of the following: (1) For a corporation: a president, secretary, 
treasurer, or vice-president of the corporation in charge of a principal business function, or any 
other person who performs similar policy or decision-makingfunctionsfor the corporation, or a 
duly authorized representative of such person if the representative is responsible for the overall 
operation of one or more manufacturing, production, or operating facilities G!fJplyingfer er with 
an affected facility subject to Gtpennit this subpart and either: ... 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6996, Excerpt 9. 

Commenter Name: Kathleen M. Sgamma, Vice President, Government and Public Affairs 
Commenter Affiliation: Western Energy Alliance 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6930 
Comment Excerpt Number: 80 

Comment: EPA should clarify and define what it means by "control device," as this term is used 
in more than one context. More importantly, EPA has confused actual control devices with 
process equipment. The following text from the NSPS 0000 and OOOOa illustrate the issue: 

• 40 C.P.R.§ 60.5412a(d)(1)(iv): "Each combustion control device e.g., thermal vapor 
incinerator, catalytic vapor incinerator, boiler, or process heater) must be designed and 
operated in accordance with one of the performance requirements specified in paragraphs 
(A) through (D) of this section." 
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• 40 C.P.R. § 60.5412(d)(l )(iv)(D) "If a boiler or process heater is used as the control 
device, then you must introduce the vent stream into the flame zone of the boiler or 
process heater." 

A boiler or heater is not a control device, but rather each is designed as process equipment. If 
exhaust gas from a pneumatic pump or other source can be routed to a boiler or heater, this meets 
the definition of"routed to a process" along with a VRU. To be introduced into the flame zone, 
exhaust gas can be tied into the fuel system and becomes fuel gas for the boiler or heater. 

Also, boilers and process heaters, while frequently found on many oil and gas sites with or 
without another type of emissions control device, cannot always be used to recycle pneumatic 
exhaust gas. The design and operation of a process heater or boiler may not be compatible with 
the operation of the pneumatic pump or other source of gas to be recycled. However, as 
proposed, EPA seems to be mandating that a process heater or boiler be used since it is a 
"control device" in the proposal without regard to design and operational compatibility. This 
equipment is designed to facilitate the process not control emissions. 

Compounding the confusion between true control devices and process equipment, the proposal 
would treat some process equipment (e.g., treats heaters and boilers where emissions are 
recycled) as equivalent to flares, combustors, and thermal oxidizers (i.e., control devices). This is 
because of the definition of"routed to a process or route to a process." The text states: 

Routed to a process or route to a process means the emissions are conveyed via a 
closed vent system to any enclosed portion of a process where the emissions are 
predominantly recycled and/or consumed in the same manner as a material that 
fulfills the same function in the process and/or transformed by chemical reaction 
into materials that are not regulated materials and/or incorporated into a product; 
and/or recovered. 

The resolution to this issue is to incorporate the definition of control device from 40 C.P.R. § 63, 
Subpart HHHH with the added term, "or natural gas" 

Control device means any equipment used for recovering or oxidizing HAP or 
volatile organic compound (VOC) vapors, or natural gas. Such equipment 
includes, but is not limited to, absorbers, carbon absorbers, condensers, 
incinerators, flares, boilers, and process heaters. For the purposes of this subpart, 
if gas or vapor from regulated equipment is used, reused (i.e., injected into the 
flame zone of an enclosed combustion device), returned back to the process, or 
sold, then the recovery system used, including piping, connections, and flow 
inducing devices, is not considered to be a control device or closed-vent system. 

See 40 C.P.R. § 63.761. This definition adds consistency across oil and gas regulatory programs 
and recognizes routing to a process is not emissions control but rather a beneficial use or reuse of 
exhaust gases and vapors, and that should be encouraged. For NSPS 0000 and OOOOa, 
routing exhaust pneumatic or compressor gas, if feasible, makes these streams part of the fuel 
gas system. 
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The mle also needs to recognize that many sites that will be covered by NSPS 0000 and 
OOOOa will also be subject to Subpart HHH. Not having consistent definitions and exemptions 
across NSPS and NESHAP mles will setup a compliance conflict for the operator. EPA should 
also note that in Subpart HHH, returning to process is not only exempt as a control device but 
also exempt from closed vent system requirements. We believe this is the correct approach. 

Response: Although we understand the confusion in terminology described by the commenters, 
we do not agree that any changes need to be made to the proposed mle. The confusion and 
conflict perceived by the commenters arises from their assumption that neither a boiler nor a 
process heater should be considered a "control device" as that term is used in the proposed mle. 
The commenters are correct in that routing emissions from a closed vent system to a process is 
an alternative to routing emissions from a closed vent system to a control device. We provide 
routing emissions to a process as an alternative compliance option for centrifugal compressor, 
storage vessel and pneumatic pump affected facilities. For example, § 60.5380a(a)(2) provides 
the following options for control of emissions from centrifugal compressors: 

If you use a control device to reduce emissions, you must equip the wet seal fluid 
degassing system with a cover that meets the requirements of§ 60.5411a(b). The 
cover must be connected through a closed vent system that meets the 
requirements of§ 60.5411a(a) and the closed vent system must be routed to a 
control device that meets the conditions specified in§ 60.5412a(a), (b) and (c). As 
an alternative to routing the closed vent system to a control device, you may route 
the closed vent system to a process. 

We used similar language in 40 CFR 60, subpart 0000 for centrifugal compressor and storage 
vessel affected facilities. However, in order to use the alternative control option of routing the 
closed vent system to a process, the owner or operator must demonstrate that the emission 
reduction achieved by routing to the process meet the VOC and methane emission reduction 
standard of 95 percent. Just as the owner or operator must demonstrate that a traditional control 
device (e.g., incinerator) achieves the required control efficiency, so must the operator 
demonstrate that routing the emissions to a process achieves the required control efficiency. The 
commenters are essentially stating that no compliance determinations should be applicable when 
emissions are routed to a process. This simply is not the case. 

Commenter Name: John Robitaille 
Commenter Affiliation: Petroleum Association of Wyoming (PAW) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6854 
Comment Excerpt Number: 30 

Comment: EPA should clearly define the term "control device" for Subparts 0000 and 
OOOOa to clarify whether boilers, heater treaters, and other sources are considered control 
devices. EPA's proposed use of the term in the Proposed Rule erroneously contradicts the 
definition of "routed to a process"-effectively resulting in EPA treating (for purposes of 
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regulation) heaters and boilers equivalent with flares, combustors, and thermal oxidizers. Such 
treatment is inappropriate and incorrect. 

The following citations from Subpart 0000 and the proposed OOOOa illustrate this issue: 

60.5412a(d)(1 )(iv) Each combustion control device e.g., thermal vapor 
incinerator, catalytic vapor incinerator, boiler, or process heater) must be designed 
and operated in accordance with one of the performance requirements specified in 
paragraphs (A) through (D) of this section. 

60.5412(d)(1 )(iv)(D) If a boiler or process heater is used as the control device, 
then you must introduce the vent stream into the flame zone of the boiler or 
process heater. 

Routed to a process or route to a process means the emissions are conveyed via a 
closed vent system to any enclosed portion of a process where the emissions are 
predominantly recycled and/or consumed in the same manner as a material that 
fulfills the same function in the process and/or transformed by chemical reaction 
into materials that are not regulated materials and/or incorporated into a product; 
and/or recovered. 

Importantly, a boiler or heater is not a control device-instead, each is designed as process 
equipment. When exhaust gas from a pneumatic pump or other source can be routed to a boiler 
or heater, it could qualify as "routed to a process." To be introduced into the flame zone, exhaust 
gas can be tied into the fuel system and become fuel gas for the boiler or heater. 

Boilers and process heaters, while frequently located on many oil and gas sites (whether or not 
accompanied by another type of emissions control device), cannot always be used to recycle 
pneumatic exhaust gas. This is because the design and operation of a process heater or boiler 
may not be compatible with the operation of the pneumatic pump or other source of gas to be 
recycled. EPA, however, attempts to mandate that a process heater or boiler be utilized in these 
circumstances because it considers those pieces of equipment a "control device," without regard 
for design and operational compatibility. Contrary to EPA's understanding, this equipment is 
designed to facilitate the process-not to control emissions. 

Thus, EPA should incorporate the definition of control device from NESHAP, Subpart HH, into 
any final NSPS OOOOa, with the added term, "or natural gas," as described below: 

§63.761 

Control device means any equipment used for recovering or oxidizing HAP or volatile organic 
compound (VOC) vapors, or natural gas. Such equipment includes, but is not limited to, 
absorbers, carbon adsorbers, condensers, incinerators, flares, boilers, and process heaters. For the 
purposes of this subpart, if gas or vapor from regulated equipment is used, reused (i.e., injected 
into the flame zone of an enclosed combustion device), returned back to the process, or sold, 
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then the recovery system used, including piping, connections, and flow inducing devices, is not 
considered to be a control device or closed-vent system. 

This definition adds consistency across oil and gas regulatory programs and clarifies routing to a 
process is not emissions control but rather a beneficial use or reuse of exhaust gases and vapors. 
Moreover, EPA should also recognize that many sites that will be covered by Subparts 0000 
and OOOOa will also be subject to Subpart HH. A lack of consistent definitions and exemptions 
across oil and gas NSPS and NESHAP mles will create a compliance conflict for the operator. 
EPA should also note that in Subpart HH, returning to process is not only exempt as a control 
device but also exempt from closed vent system requirements. In addition to this language 
change, EPA should make clear in its preamble to any final mle that heater treaters and boilers 
are designed to facilitate the process and not to control emissions, and that EPA does not intend 
to regulate such equipment as emissions control devices. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6930, Excerpt 80. 

Commenter Name: John Robitaille 
Commenter Affiliation: Petroleum Association of Wyoming (PAW) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6854 
Comment Excerpt Number: 9 

Comment: Control Devices: EPA should define the term "control device" for both Subparts 
0000 and OOOOa to clarify whether boilers, heater treaters, and other sources are considered 
control devices. EPA's proposed use of the term contradicts the definition of "routed to a 
process" that results in treating heaters and boilers equivalently to flares, combustors, and 
thermal oxidizers, which is inappropriate and inconsistent with industry practice. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6930, Excerpt 80. 

Commenter Name: Howard J Feldman 
Commenter Affiliation: American Petroleum Institute 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6884 
Comment Excerpt Number: 42 

Comment: EPA MUST ELIMINATE THE CONFUSION AND CONFLICT 
ASSOCIATED WITH "CONTROL DEVICE" AND "ROUTED TO A PROCESS" 

It clear from the proposed control requirements for centrifugal compressors (§60.5380a(a)(2)), 
pneumatic pumps (§60.5393a(b)(4), and storage vessels (§60.5395a(b)(1)) that "route to a 
process" was intended as an alternative to a control device. For example: 
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§60.5380a(a)(2): If you use a control device to reduce emissions, you must equip the wet seal 
fluid degassing system with a cover that meets the requirements of §60.5411a(b ). The cover must 
be connected through a closed vent system that meets the requirements of §60.5411a(a) and the 
closed vent system must be routed to a control device that meets the conditions specified in 
§60.5412a(a), (b) and (c). As an alternative to routing the closed vent system to a control device, 
you may route the closed vent system to a process. 

However, the definitions and provisions related to "control device" and "routed to a process" are 
inconsistent and confusing, and in some instances, conflicting. This is particularly the case with 
regard to boilers and process heaters. The following sections highlight these issues and suggest a 
solution that will eliminate the confusion and conflicts without any reduction in the effectiveness 
of the rule. 

13.1 Definition Of "Routed To A Process" Should Be Clarified 

Section 60.5430 of proposed §60.5430a of Subpart OOOOa includes the following definition: 

Routed to a process or route to a process means the emissions are conveyed via a closed vent 
system to any enclosed portion of a process where the emissions are predominantly recycled 
and/or consumed in the same manner as a material that fulfills the same function in the process 
and/or transformed by chemical reaction into materials that are not regulated materials and/or 
incorporated into a product; and/or recovered. 

The use of"routed to a process" is clear as used in §60.5365a(e)(3) in connection to a VRU, as 
these emissions are recycled and incorporated into a product. 

This definition also unmistakably applies to situations where the emissions are combusted in a 
boiler or process heater. There are three different ways in which hydrocarbon vapors can be fed 
into a boiler or process heater for destruction- 1) vapors routed to the flame zone, 2) vapors 
routed to the fuel system as a primary fuel, and 3) vapors routed to the combustion air supply as 
a secondary fuel. For all three of these methods of introducing hydrocarbon emissions into a 
boiler or process heater the emissions are clearly "consumed in the same manner as the material 
that fulfills the same function in the process". Further, the emissions are "transformed by 
chemical reaction into materials that are not regulated materials". However, Subparts 0000 and 
OOOOa are not as clear how this definition applies for boilers and process heaters. EPA must 
clarify this linkage between "routed to a process" and boilers and process heaters throughout the 
final rule. 

Despite the fact that EPA defined routed to a process/route to a process in a manner that would 
include all situations when emissions are routed to a boiler or process heater, there are instances 
throughout both Subpart 0000 and OOOOa where EPA appears to consider boilers and process 
heaters as control devices. For example, in §60.5412(a)(l) and §60.5412a(a)(1), EPA includes 
boilers and process heaters in a parenthetical describing a combustion device (e.g., thermal vapor 
incinerator, catalytic vapor incinerator, boiler, or process heater). Similarly, this same 
parenthetical description of enclosed combustion device in in §60 .5412( d)( 1) and 
§60.5412a(d)(1). Further, in the list of"control devices" exempted from performance testing in 
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§60.5413(a) and §60.5412a(a), there are several specific boiler and process heater examples that 
are exempted. 

One of these exemptions, specifically §60.5413(a)(3) and §60.5412a(a)(3), exempts boilers or 
process heater "into which the vent stream is introduced with the primary fuel or is used as the 
primary fuel." These seems to indicate that EPA draws a distinction between the three situations 
described above where emissions are routed to a boiler or process heater (even though they are 
all three clearly covered by the definition of "routed to a process"). 

The recommended changes discussed below resolve this conflict. 

13.1.1 NSPSSUBPARTS VV AND VVA INCLUDE THE CONCEPT OF "FUEL GAS" 

In the rulemakings for NSPS Subparts VV and VV a, EPA has addressed this same basic situation 
in a clear and reasonable manner. For example, §60.482-4a(c) states that: 

"Any pressure relief device that is routed to a process or fuel gas system or equipped with a 
closed vent system capable of capturing and transporting leakage through the pressure relief 
device to a control device as described in §60.482-10a is exempted from the requirements of 
paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section." 

Further, Subpart VVa includes the following related definitions. 

Fuel gas means gases that are combusted to derive useful work or heat. 

Fuel gas system means the offsite and onsite piping and flow and pressure control system that 
gathers gaseous stream( s) generated by onsite operations, may blend them with other sources of 
gas, and transports the gaseous stream for use as fuel gas in combustion devices or in-process 
combustion equipment, such as furnaces and gas turbines, either singly or in combination. 

API believes that this precedent can be utilized to improve the clarity in Subparts 0000 and 
OOOOa. This recommendation is provided below. 

13.1.2 Recommended Change To Definition Of "Routed To A Process Or Route To A 
Process" 

API recommends that the following changes be made to the definition of routed to a process or 
route to a process" in both Subparts 0000 and OOOOa. 

Routed to a process or route to a process means the emissions are conveyed via a closed vent 
system to any enclosed portion of a process where the emissions are predominantly recycled 
and/or consumed in the same manner as a material that fulfills the same function in the process 
and/or transformed by chemical reaction into materials that are not regulated materials and/or 
incorporated into a product; and/or recovered. Emissions used as fuel gas in a boiler, process 
heater, or other combustion device are considered to be routed to a process. 
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API further recommends that the following definition of fuel gas be added. 

Fuel gas means gases that are combusted to derive useful work or heat. 

13.2 Definitions of "Control Device", "Combustion Device", and "Combustion Control 
Device" 

The confusion discussed above between related to boilers and process heaters and routed to a 
process is acerbated by the fact that neither Subpart 0000 or Subpart OOOOa define control 
device. In addition to this situation that needs to be corrected, the Subpart OOOOa proposal for 
pneumatic pumps make defining "control device" critical. This is discussed later in Section 24.0. 

As discussed in section 13 .1.2, the definition of "routed to a process" clearly includes routing 
emissions to a boiler or process heater to be consumed, yet both Subparts 0000 and OOOOa 
discuss boilers and process heaters as control devices in other places. 

In addition, the situation is further confused as EPA uses the terms "combustion device", 
"combustion control device", and "enclosed combustion control device" in an arbitrary manner 
that further confuses the situation. None of these terms are defined in proposed Subpart OOOOa. 

In conjunction with the recommended definitions in section 13 .1.2, API offers the following 
definitions to be added to §60.5430a of OOOOa. 

Control device means any equipment used for recovering or oxidizing volatile organic compound 
(VOC) or methane emissions. Such equipment includes, but is not limited to, absorbers, carbon 
adsorbers, condensers, and combustion devices. Recovery devices that recycle the emissions 
back to the process, and combustion devices that use the emissions as fuel gas, are not 
considered control devices under this Subpart. 

Combustion control device means a thermal vapor incinerator, catalytic vapor incinerator, flare, 
or other combustion device that do not bum emissions as a fuel gas. 

Enclosed combustion control device means a combustion control device with an enclosure such 
that the flame is not an open flame. 

This definition of control device, along with the definition of "routed to a process or route to a 
process" recognizes that routing to a process is not emissions control but rather a beneficial use 
or reuse of exhaust gases and vapors. Thus, routing pneumatic pump exhaust or compressor 
blowdown gas to be used as a fuel gas would not make heaters or boilers using these streams part 
of a control device. 

In addition, the following changes are needed throughout Subpart OOOOa to rectify the 
inconsistent usage of these terms throughout. These changes also address the changes related to 
boilers and process heaters and "routed to a process." 

§60.5412a 
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(a) Each control device used to meet the emission reduction standard in §60.5380a(a)(1) for your 
centrifugal compressor affected facility or §60.5393a(b )(1) for your pneumatic pump must be 
installed according to paragraphs (a)( 1) through (3) of this section. As an 
alternative, you may install a combustion control device model tested under §60.5413a(d), which 
meets the criteria in §60.5413a(d)(11) and §60.5413a(e). 

(1) Each combustion control device (e.g., thermal vapor incinerator, catalytic vapor incinerator, 
boiler, or process heater) , except for a flare, must be designed and operated in accordance with 
one of the performance requirements specified in paragraphs (a)( 1 )( i) 
through (wiii) of this section. 
***** 

(iv) If a boiler or process heater is used as the control device, then you must introduce the vent 
stream into the flame none of the boiler or process heater. 

***** 

(d) Each control device used to meet the emission reduction standard in section §60.5395a(a) for 
a storage vessel must be installed according to paragraphs (d)( 1) through ( 4) of this section, as 
applicable. As an alternative to paragraph ( d)(1) of this section, you may install a combustion 
control device model tested under section §60.5413a(d), which meets the criteria in section 
§60.5413a(d)(11) and §60.5413a(e). 

(1) For each enclosed combustion control device (e.g., thermal vapor incinerator, catalytic vapor 
incinerator, boiler, or process heater) you must meet the requirements in paragraphs ( d)(1 )(i) 
through (iv) of this section. 
***** 

(iv) Each combustion control device (e.g., thermal vapor incinerator, catalytic vapor incinerator, 
boiler, or process heater) must be designed and operated in accordance with one of the 
performance requirements specified in paragraphs (A) through ();).C) of this section. ***** 

(D) If a boiler or process heater is used as the control device, then you must introduce the vent 
stream into the flame none of the boiler or process heater. 

§60.5413a 

(a) Performance test exemptions. You are exempt from the requirements to conduct performance 
tests and design analyses if you use any of the control devices described in paragraphs (a)( 1) 
through (1~.) of this section. 

(2) A boiler or process heater with a design heat input capacity of 4 4 megawatts or greater. 

(3) A boiler or process heater into which the vent stream is introduced with the primary _fuel or is 
used as the primary fuel. 
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(42) A boiler or process heater burning hazardous waste for which you have either been issued a 
final permit under 40 CFR part 270 and comply with the requirements of 40 CFR part 266, 
Subpart H; or you have certified compliance with the interim status requirements of 40 CFR part 
266,SubpartH. 

(~l) A hazardous waste incinerator for which you have been issued a final permit under 40 CFR 
part 270 and comply with the requirements of 40 CFR part 264, Subpart 0; or you have certified 
compliance with the interim status requirements of 40 CFR part 265, Subpart 0. 

(@A performance test is waived in accordance with §60.8(b). 

(+i) A combustion control device whose model can be demonstrated to meet the performance 
requirements of §60.5412a(a) or (d) through a performance test conducted by the manufacturer, 
as specified in paragraph (d) of this section. 

***** 

(b )(3)(iv) Reserved If the vent stream entering a boiler or process heater with a design capacity 
less than 4 4 megavratts is introduced with the combastion air or as a secondary fuel, you must 
determine the weight percent reduction of total TOG (minus methane and ethane) across the 
device by comparing the TOG (minus methane and ethane) in all combusted vent streams and 
primary and secondary fuels with the TOG (minus methane and ethane) exiting the device, 
respectively. 

§60.5417a 

(b) Reserved You are exempt from the monitoring requirements specified in paragraphs 

(c) through (g) ofthis section for the control devices listed in paragraphs (b)(l) and (2) of this 
section. 

(1) A boiler or process heater in which all vent streams are introduced with the primary fuel or 
are used as the primary fuel. 

(2) A boiler or process heater with a design heat input capacity equal to or greater than 4 4 
megawatts. 

***** 
( d)(l )(iv) Reserved for a boiler or process heater, a temperature monitoring device equipped 
with a continuous recorder. The temperature monitoring device must have a minimum accuracy 
of:i:l percent of the temperature being monitored in °G, or :i:2.5°G, vrhichever value is greater. 
You must install the temperature sensor at a location representative of the combustion none 
temperature. 
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***** (d)(1)(viii) (A) The continuous monitoring system must measure gas flow rate at the inlet 
to the combustion control device. The monitoring instrument must have an accuracy of ±2 
percent or better. The flow rate at the inlet to the combustion control device must not exceed the 
maximum or be less than the minimum flow rate determined by the manufacturer. 

(B) A monitoring device that continuously indicates the presence of the pilot flame while 
emissions are routed to the combustion control device. 

Similar requirements exist in Subpart 0000 and Subpart HH that should also be modified 
because of their conflict with the "route to a process" provisions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6930, Excerpt 80. 

Commenter Name: Don Anderson, Director of Environmental 
Commenter Affiliation: MarkWest Energy Partners, L.P. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6957 
Comment Excerpt Number: 43 

Comment: EPA should clarify and define what it means by "control device," as this term is used 
in more than one context. More importantly, EPA has confused actual control devices with 
process equipment. The following text from the NSPS 0000 and OOOOa illustrate the issue: 

• 40 C.P.R.§ 60.5412a(d)(1)(iv): "Each combustion control device e.g., thermal vapor 
incinerator, catalytic vapor incinerator, boiler, or process heater) must be designed and 
operated in accordance with one of the performance requirements specified in paragraphs 
(A) through (D) of this section." 

• 60.5412(d)(1 )(iv)(D): "If a boiler or process heater is used as the control device, then 
you must introduce the vent stream into the flame zone of the boiler or process heater." 

A boiler or heater is not a control device, but rather each is designed as process equipment. If 
exhaust gas from a pneumatic pump or other source can be routed to a boiler or heater, this meets 
the definition of "routed to a process" along with a VRU. To be introduced into the flame zone, 
exhaust gas can be tied into the fuel system and becomes fuel gas for the boiler or heater. 

Also, boilers and process heaters while frequently found on many oil and gas sites with or 
without another type of emissions control device, cannot always be used to recycle pneumatic 
exhaust gas. The design and operation of a process heater or boiler may not be compatible with 
the operation of the pneumatic pump or other source of gas to be recycled. However, as 
proposed, EPA seems to be mandating that a process heater or boiler be used since it is a "control 
device" in the proposal without regard to design and operational compatibility. This equipment is 
designed to facilitate the process not control emissions. 

Compounding the confusion between true control devices and process equipment, the proposal 
would treat some process equipment (e.g., treats heaters and boilers where emissions are 
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recycled) as equivalent to flares, combustors, and thermal oxidizers (i.e., control devices). This is 
because of the definition of "routed to a process or route to a process." The text states: 

Routed to a process or route to a process means the emissions are conveyed via a closed vent 
system to any enclosed portion of a process where the emissions are predominantly recycled 
and/or consumed in the same manner as a material that fulfills the same function in the process 
and/or transformed by chemical reaction into materials that are not regulated materials and/or 
incorporated into a product; and/or recovered. 

The resolution to this issue is to incorporate the definition of control device from 40 C.P.R. Part 
63, Subpart HHH with the added term, "or natural gas": 

Control device means any equipment used for recovering or oxidizing HAP or volatile organic 
compound (VOC) vapors, or natural gas. Such equipment includes, but is not limited to, 
absorbers, carbon adsorbers, condensers, incinerators, flares, boilers, and process heaters. For the 
purposes of this subpart, if gas or vapor from regulated equipment is used, reused (i.e., injected 
into the flame zone of an enclosed combustion device), returned back to the process, or sold, 
then the recovery system used, including piping, connections, and flow inducing devices, is not 
considered to be a control device or closed-vent system. 

See 40 C.P.R. § 63.761, with addition italicized. This definition adds consistency across oil and 
gas regulatory programs and recognizes routing to a process is not emissions control (but rather a 
beneficial use or reuse of exhaust gases and vapors) that should be encouraged. For Subparts 
0000 and OOOOa, routing exhaust pneumatic or compressor gas, if feasible, makes these 
streams part of the fuel gas system. 

The mle also needs to recognize that many sites that will be covered by Subparts 0000 and 
OOOOa will also be subject to Subpart HH. Not having consistent definitions and exemptions 
across NSPS and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants ("NESHAP") mles 
will setup a compliance conflict for the operator. EPA should also note that in Subpart HH, 
returning to process is not only exempt as a control device but also exempt from closed vent 
system requirements. We believe this is the correct approach. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6930, Excerpt 80. 

Commenter Name: Alvyn A. Schopp, Chief Administration Officer and Regional Vice 
President and Treasurer 
Commenter Affiliation: Antero Resources Corporation 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6935 
Comment Excerpt Number: 18 

Comment: Antero urges USEP A to clarify the difference between a vapor recovery unit 
and vapor recovery device. 
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USEPA's preamble and proposed rule makes numerous references to both vapor recovery unit(s) 
and vapor recovery device(s). These terms are not defined. USEPA should be consistent in its 
terminology and include definitions for each term in proposed§ 60.5430a such as: 

Vapor Recovery Unit: a process unit designed to draw out and route low pressure vapors from 
low pressure separator vessels or storage tanks to a sales gas line or to a control device. 

Vapor Recovery Device: a carbon adsorption system, condenser, or other non-destructive 
control device. 

Response: In the proposed and final rule, we used the term "VRU" only one time, that being in § 
60.5365a( e )(3 ): 

(3) For storage vessels not subject to a legally and practically enforceable limit in an operating 
permit or other requirement established under Federal, state, local or tribal authority, any 
vapor from the storage vessel that is recovered and routed to a process through a VRU designed 
and operated as specified in this section is not required to be included in the determination of 
VOC potential to emit for purposes of determining affected facility status, provided you comply 
with the requirements in paragraphs (e)(3)(i) through (iv) of this section. 

We believe it is clear from the context of this paragraph that VRU as we use the term could not 
be construed to mean a device such as carbon adsorption system or condenser. Therefore, we do 
not believe any confusion exists in this paragraph with respect to our usage ofVRU, and we are 
not adopting the commenter's suggested definitions. 

Commenter Name: Ben Shepperd 
Commenter Affiliation: Permian Basin Petroleum Association 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6849 
Comment Excerpt Number: 86 

Comment: The PBP A also requests that the EPA clarify that burners on heater-treaters, line
heaters, or engines would qualify as control devices and would require that emissions be sent to 
them. This would not be suitable either, due to the sour nature of some gas, which cannot be used 
in gas-fired engines, or the infrequency that line-heaters and heater-treaters run. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6930, Excerpt 80. 
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15.8 Methane Challenge Program 

Commenter Name: Tom Michels 
Commenter Affiliation: ONE Future 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6880 
Comment Excerpt Number: 7 

Comment: The proposed Fugitive Emissions standards will undermine the 
Administration's Strategy to Reduce Methane Emissions by detracting from more effective 
reduction efforts being undertaken by ONE Future in conjunction with the Methane 
Challenge. The industry has already shown significant interest in voluntary programs, as 
evidence by the strength of ONE Future's membership. Yet as a general mle, most companies 
will necessarily first obligate their resources and budgets to regulatory compliance (i.e. NSPS 
OOOOa and 0000) as opposed to voluntary programs. This means that some companies that 
would have participated in programs such as ONE Future and Methane Challenge may be 
deterred. 

Those who go forward will be challenged to achieve meaningful reductions at the small subset of 
facilities that are subject to the OOOOa Rule (which should already be performing optimally due 
to new components and investment), at the expense of deeper reductions that could be achieved 
through nationwide fugitives monitoring and repair programs. As a result, we believe the 
proposed NSPS fugitive emissions program will have the unintended consequence of 
undermining the Administration's ambitious methane reduction goals. 

In January 2015, the Obama Administration specified an overarching goal of reducing methane 
emissions from the oil and gas sector by 40 to 45 percent below 2012 levels by the year 2025. 
Based on our analysis and public statements, we conclude that a reduction goal of 40-45% 
equates to emission reductions of between 77 and 86 million metric ton of carbon dioxide by 
2025 -even as the EIA projects that natural gas production will likely grow some 27 percent 
over that same period. In addition to EPA's Methane Challenge, major components of the 
Administration's Strategy to Reduce Methane Emissions include the following regulatory 
actions: 

• The OOOOa Rule, which EPA estimates will result in emission reductions equivalent to 
between 7. 7 and 9 million metric tons of carbon dioxide; 

• EPA's draft Control Techniques Guidelines (CTGs) for reducing VOC emissions from 
existing equipment and processes in the oil and natural gas industry, which EPA 
estimates will result in emission reductions equivalent to 5.5 million metric tons of 
carbon dioxide; 

• BLM's Venting and Flaring mle, for which no estimates are currently available; and 
• PHMSA's future mle for addressing the sector, for which no estimates are currently 

available. 

From these projections, we conclude that a majority of the methane emission reductions 
associated with meeting the Administration's 40-45% goal are expected to be achieved via 
voluntary programs such as Methane Challenge. ONE Future has made a commitment to achieve 
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a specific, measurable and ambitious performance target that, if adopted across the industry, 
would obviate the need for future regulation, while simultaneously improving the reliability of 
emissions data. 

EPA's estimated the potential reductions from application of annual and semi-annual LDAR (as 
noted in Table 2) and eventually concluded that semi-annual LDAR using Optical Gas Imaging 
(OGI) technology was the "Best System of Emission Reduction" (BSER) for fugitive emissions 
at oil and gas facilities. Even with semi-annual LDAR, at best, EPA estimates a reduction of 
about 5.4 mm tons of methane as C02e or roughly 6-7% of the total Administration goal of77-
86 mm tons. In other words, the LDAR element included as part of this Proposed Rule is 
expected to achieve only a very small portion of the overall of the White House Methane 
Strategy objective. 

Table 2: Emission Reduction Potential by Implementation of EPA LDAR Program 

2025 Methane Emission Reductions in Tons Per Year (tpy) 

Site Type Annual Semi-annual 

Natural Gas Well Sites 69,710 106,036 

Oil Well Sites 43,577 65,365 

Gathering & Boosting Stations 21,845 32,767 

Transmission Stations 898 1,347 

Storage Stations 5,919 8,879 

Potential Reduction 141,949 214,394 

Response: The EPA greatly appreciates the voluntary measures undertaken by many 
stakeholders in the oil and natural gas production industry. As is evidenced by the statistics 
quoted by the commenter, the industry has made commendable strides in voluntarily reducing 
emissions. However, there is still a large portion of the industry that has not implemented 
voluntary measures, or has implemented them on a limited basis. Considering the health and 
environmental impacts attributable to GHGs and VOCs emitted by this source category and the 
proximity of many oil and natural gas facilities to densely populated urban areas, we believe a 
national rule is necessary for the protection of human health and the environment. 

Based on the information available to the EPA, a large portion of emission reductions from 
voluntary measures undertaken by the industry appear to be related to fugitive emissions 
monitoring programs. The final rule includes provisions for fugitive emissions monitoring 
programs. We do not intend to penalize those companies that have already implemented 
monitoring programs by having to develop new programs to meet the final rule requirements. 
Therefore, we have added a procedure at §60.5398a of the final rule for owners or operators of 
affected facilities to apply to the Administrator for a determination under section Ill (h)( 1) of the 
CAA of whether "an alternative means of emission limitation will achieve a reduction in GHG 
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and VOC emissions at least equivalent to the reduction in GHG and VOC emissions achieved 
under §60.5397a." Such an alternate means may include corporate fugitive emissions monitoring 
programs that deviate from the requirements of §60.5397a. See sections VI.F .l.i and VI.F .2.i of 
the preamble to the final rule for more detail regarding this issue. 

Commenter Name: James Martin 
Commenter Affiliation: Noble Energy 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6852 
Comment Excerpt Number: 25 

Comment: RELATIONSHIP OF THE EPA PROPOSED RULES TO THE AGENCY'S 
VOLUNTARY METHANE CHALLENGE. Noble is carefully considering EPA's proposed 
Voluntary Methane Challenge. However, after reviewing both the proposed subpart OOOOa rule 
and the draft CTGs, Noble has serious questions about what opportunities remain to undertake 
voluntary measures pursuant to the Methane Challenge. Noble's concerns are heightened by the 
agency's proposed modification provisions in subpart OOOOa that would subject existing well 
sites to the EPA fugitive emissions program if a new well is drilled at an existing site or if an 
existing well is fractured or refractured; that appears to limit or even eliminate a voluntary 
program to bring existing well sites into a fugitive emissions project. Noble also suggests that 
EPA clarify how participation in a voluntary project could occur in areas that may in the future 
be designated as nonattainment for the ozone national ambient air quality standard, given the 
proposed reach of the draft CTGs. Will voluntary efforts to reduce emissions generate credits or 
offsets that could be used after an area is designated nonattainment? Would a company be 
subject to more stringent RACT/RACM measures if it voluntarily reduces emissions prior to an 
area's designation as nonattainment? These are some of the questions that Noble hopes EPA will 
address. 

Noble understands EPA's desire to address emissions from the oil and gas industry 
comprehensively, but reiterates that there are many remaining uncertainties in regulating new 
sources and in developing entirely new programs, such as the fugitive emissions program. The 
Voluntary Methane Challenge is a major opportunity for the agency and industry to work 
collaboratively to address those uncertainties while advancing the goal of reduced emissions. 

Finally, Noble encourages the agency to consider other opportunities for voluntary actions by 
companies such as Noble. For example, Noble already has noted the potential opportunity to 
enlist companies to field test innovative new monitoring technologies. There also are 
opportunities to enlist companies to investigate options for reducing emissions that result from 
unloadings, in recognition of the very wide diversity of wells and potential technologies that 
could and should be tested. 

Response: The EPA appreciates the comments on voluntary action. Our intent is that the 
voluntary Methane Challenge Program will complement, not duplicate, the regulatory 
requirements, by offering a platform for companies to set meaningful commitments that can be 
publicly tracked and recognized. As mentioned by the commenter, enlisting Methane Challenge 
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partner companies to field test new technologies is a major opportunity to spur innovation and to 
capture resulting data, and these types of activities are encouraged through a "Continuous 
Improvement" aspect of the program. With regard to reducing emissions from unloadings, the 
Methane Challenge Program will offer Liquids Unloading as a commitment source, providing 
the opporhmity for companies to investigate the best management practices in reducing these 
emissions. 

The remainder of this comment is beyond the scope of this document. For information regarding 
the draft CTG, please see EPA-HQ-OAR-2015-0216. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 188 

Comment: The industry has proven that despite its protest to the contrary, voluntary efforts will 
simply not work. Of the thousands of oil and natural gas companies that are currently in 
operation, less than one percent participate as partners in the Agency's long-standing Natural Gas 
STAR Program. 

Response: The EPA appreciates these comments and agrees that voluntary efforts alone will not 
achieve the Administration's goal of reducing methane emissions from the oil and gas sector by 
40 to 45 percent below 2012levels by the year 2025. However, the EPA views the rule as 
complementary to existing voluntary programs, and will continue to work with industry to adopt 
voluntary measures to reduce emissions. 

Commenter Name: Tom Michels 
Commenter Affiliation: ONE Future 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6880 
Comment Excerpt Number: 14 

Comment: RECOMMENDATION 7: PROVIDE ASSURANCES OF BASELINE 
PROTECTION FOR METHANE CHALLENGE PARTICIPANTS. 

The EPA should ensure that Methane Challenge participants will be recognized - not penalized -
for their early voluntary actions. Such recognition could be achieved by providing "baseline 
protection." 

For example, the baseline year for any future regulatory program for existing sources of methane 
emissions in the oil and gas sector should be 2012, the benchmark year against which the Obama 
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Administration is measuring the reductions it expects to achieve from its methane program. In 
any event, the baseline year should be no later than the launch date for the Methane Challenge 
program. If, for some reason, EPA is compelled to establish a later baseline year, the Agency at 
least should adjust upward the historic baseline emission levels for companies participating in 
the Methane Challenge. Such baseline protection is vital to ensure a level playing field between 
companies participating in the Methane Challenge and companies that do not. Otherwise, 
Methane Challenge participants will be penalized for their voluntary investments in methane 
abatement. 

Again, such assurances could be provided by means of a Statement of Policy or as part of the 
Memorandum ofUnderstanding in the Methane Challenge Framework. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6852, Excerpt 25. 

Commenter Name: Douglas Jordan, Director Corporate Environmental Programs, V+ Resource 
Development 
Commenter Affiliation: Southwestern Energy (SWN) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6922 
Comment Excerpt Number: 9 

Comment: Item- Pre-approval of Voluntary LDAR Programs Implemented by Companies 
Participating in EPA Natural Gas STAR Methane Challenge ONE Future Option. 

The EPA in the preamble to the proposed OOOOa regulations solicits comments on how 
existing corporate fugitive monitoring plans" can be deemed to be meeting the equivalent of the 
NSPS standards" and how can these alterative corporate plans be enforced "(i.e., how to assure 
that these well sites are achieving, and will continue to achieve, equal or better emission 
reduction than our proposed standards)." The EPA adds that it "intends to encourage corporate
wide efforts to achieve emission reductions through transparent and verifiable voluntary action 
that would obviate the burden associated with NSPS applicability. 

"EPA adds that this concept is similar to the 2012 NSPS 0000 regulations related to green 
completions. 

Several ONE Future members have already undertaken significant measures to reduce 
methane emissions by undertaking voluntary LDAR and DI&M programs which address fugitive 
emissions at their facilities. These fugitive emissions programs are typically applied corporate
wide and applied to both new and existing facilities. These fugitive emissions programs also 
incorporate survey frequencies based on leaking component observations and trends. These 
fugitive emissions programs also incorporate new and emerging monitoring equipment and 
technologies. The combination of these result in more robust fugitive emissions reductions in a 
more cost efficient manner than merely targeting new and modified well sites and compressor 
sites. Should these companies be subject to the prescriptive elements of the proposed "corporate-
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wide monitoring plan" many of these efficiencies would be lost resulting in less emissions 
reductions at a greater cost (a significant disincentive). 

EPA already has recognized under its proposed Methane Challenge framework, the ambition of 
the ONE Future emissions intensity commitments. Therefore, it is reasonable for EPA to support 
programs that are consistent with the ONE Future corporate commitment, including LDAR and 
DI&M programs (i.e., fugitive emission monitoring plans) being implemented as part of ONE 
Future/Methane Challenge. 

Recommendations: 

Based on the comments above, SWN recommends that the mle acknowledges "voluntary 
fugitive emissions monitoring programs implemented by company's participating in the EPA 
Natural Gas STAR Methane Challenge under the ONE Future option" as being an approved 
alterative to the proposed requirements of 60.5397a. Below is suggested regulatory language 

60.5397a (n) Voluntary fugitive emissions monitoring programs implemented by 
companies participating in the EPA Natural Gas STAR Methane Challenge under the ONE 
Future option are deemed compliant with the requirements of 60.5397a. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6880, Excerpt 7. 
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15.9 Methane Emissions 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 88 

Comment: Natural gas is mostly methane which can leak all along the oil and gas supply 
chain. Methane is a powerful greenhouse -- greenhouse gas and a big contributor to the danger of 
climate change. Pound for pound, methane pollution is 25 times more potent than C02 over a 
hundred year period. The oil and gas -- oil and gas sector is the leading industrial source of 
methane pollution. There are simple, effective, and efficient ways to stop these methane leaks. 
Fixing methane leaks will cut other air pollutants as well because methane is not the only 
pollution that leaks from infrastructure in the oil and gas industry. 

Fixing the methane pollution will cut smog-forming pollution that triggers asthma attacks. It will 
cut toxic benzene which is a known carcinogen. Children and the elderly are among the most 
vulnerable to the health hazards of the oil and gas industry. Our children will suffer the most 
from runaway climate change. This is a national problem. It needs a national solution. 

Today I urge the Environmental Protection Agency to enact the strongest possible rules to reduce 
methane emission from the industry. This rule is important as it lays the foundation for cutting 
methane pollution from existing sources, something that American families like my own 
desperately need to protect us from industry that operates literally in our backyards and next to 
our schools. 

They act like it's the Wild West, that there are no consequences, but our families are feeling the 
consequences each and every day. Parents need to stand strong against polluters to protect their 
children's rights to clean air and a stable climate. Parents ask that the Environmental Protection 
Agency cut through the noise created by political infighting, monetary influence of the fossil fuel 
industry, and the fear mongering from both sides of this argument. Ignore the noise and do what 
is right for American families. Today I ask that you cut methane emissions from the oil and gas 
industry, both from new and existing sources. America's children are counting on you. Thank 
you. 

Response: The EPA appreciates the comments and insights provided by the commenter. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 92 

Comment: There are over one million existing oil wells in the U.S. 90 percent of these wells are 
being drilled by independent oil and gas operators. Administration that-- the 
Obama Administration is proposing a costly and complicated regulatory program for 
few environmental benefits. The EPA's latest proposed rules would only change global 
temperature .015 centigrades based on EPA's climate model. If that's true, there's an inconvenient 
truth here that needs exposure. The EPA's new plan to reduce methane emissions does not make 
sense. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 93 

Comment: According to the EPA's own greenhouse gas inventory, methane emissions from 
natural gas production have fallen 35 percent since 2007, even as natural gas production has 
increased 22 percent. The EPA data also shows methane emissions from hydraulically fractured 
gas wells have fallen 73 percent from 2011 to 2013, meanwhile, carbon dioxide emissions are at 
their lowest levels in 20 years because of the shift in power from coal to natural gas. 

Do you want to know where the major carbon and nitrogen dioxides come from? Volcanoes and 
brush fires. There are around 200 active volcanoes around the world that spew volcanic 
ash every day. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
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Comment: I currently reside in California, and I'm no stranger to poor air quality growing up in 
the San Fernando Valley of Los Angeles where my family still resides. Many of my family 
relatives suffer from asthma. Co-pollutants that leak, along with methane, lead to ozone 
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formation which is damaging to health. Exposure to ground-level ozone or smog is associated 
with numerous health effects such as premature death, asthma attacks, hospitalizations, and 
chronic respiratory damage. 

Numerous studies have found elevated ozone pollution in regions of oil and gas development 
largely due to emissions ofVOCs and nitrogen oxide from these activities. Nearly one in every 
ten schoolchildren in the U.S. have asthma, asthma being the number one health issue that causes 
kids to miss school. One of those little ones is my three-year-old nephew, Adrian. He lives in Los 
Angeles in the San Fernando Valley in an area of some of the smoggiest air in the country. 

As we know, smog pollution triggers hundreds and thousands of episodes of asthma and 
respiratory ailments each year. It sends thousands of children to emergency rooms and costs of 
bills in healthcare costs, lost productivity, and premature death. My state of California is 
currently burning from extreme fires fueled by extreme drought engulfing our state. Fire, smoke, 
and particulate matter triggering emergency room visits for Californians in affected areas. 

Children suffer the most. These massive fires in the west are not just affecting those most 
vulnerable. They're affecting those adults and children with the most healthy of lungs. These 
devastating disasters will only increase across the west with climate change. 

In my role as a community organizer, I've met with families all across the west who are impacted 
by air pollution from oil and gas operations, operations near schools and playgrounds and homes. 
Standards that reduce methane emissions from oil and gas development will simultaneously 
reduce emission and formation of health-damaging air pollutants including VOCs, hazardous 
pollutants, particulate matter, and ozone. 

A large body of scientific research indicates that oil and gas development is associated with 
adverse health impacts. Higher reported health symptoms from persons, greater prevalence of 
adverse birth outcomes including congenital heart defects, neural tube defects, and low birth 
weight for infants born to mothers who live in high densities of natural gas development, 
increased hospitalization rates. 

Today, the public bears the burden of methane pollution by contributing to climate change and 
contributing to the formation of smog. A tighter standard would hold these industries 
accountable for the pollution. Let's keep children safe with the strongest standards that helps 
millions of children with asthma and other respiratory ailments breathe easier. Thank you for this 
opportunity to testify. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 99 

Comment: Speaking of global warming, since the planet has cooled .07 degrees in the past 
century, they now call it climate change. A few years ago even the climatologists with their 
major computer projections could not come up with an agreement if there is such a thing as 
global warming. 

We all know the biggest cause of so-called global warming was the hot air that AI Gore put out 
to promote his movies and books and help pay for his divorces. We do not need change to the 
existing EPA rules. Thank you for my time. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I do want to share a personal experience with family members down in the Eagle 
Ford Shale just a year ago. And my niece who has four little children under the age of eight, two 
of them she adopted, but anyway, they lift next to one of these fracking facilities, and I was 
down there for a celebration, and it was a Saturday evening, and I could look off and I could see 
a flare. 

I couldn't smell anything, but I could see that the small amount of smoke and, you know, 
emissions were drifting, you know, probably it was about a quarter of a mile, maybe a little 
further. And I didn't notice anything for a while, but then I began to talk to my wife, I said, are 
you -- you aren't drinking any alcohol, we don't smoke, and we live in Austin, and we feel 
healthy there; but anyway, so we noticed we began to not feel very good. 

We were outside, and there were a lot of people there, and several other people noticed -- made 
some comments that they weren't feeling that good although a lot of other people were drinking 
alcohol. Anyway, my concern here is my niece has four little children, and so I want to make 
some comments about why these rules need to be tougher to protect our children. 

Children are the most vulnerable to the effects of methane and the related volatile organic 
compounds-- compounds and hazardous air pollutants. Children breathe more rapidly than 
adults, taking in significantly more air pollution per body weight than do adults. A resting infant, 
for example, inhales twice as much air relative to its size as does a resting adult. Two, children 
spend more time outdoors. National data show that children spend an average of about 50 
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percent more time outdoors than adults, so they're taking in more air pollution by playing 
outside. 

Another point, children are more active while they're playing outside because they're mouth
breathers and they're exercising, so they spend three times as much time engaged in sports and 
other vigorous activities. Increased activity raises their breathing rates, and they take in more air 
pollution significantly. Children's airwaves are more narrow than those of adults because they're 
not as developed, thus enhancing the inflammatory effect of the air pollution from the fracking 
activity. Children are prone to mouth-breathing which significantly increases the dose of 
pollution, especially particulates reaching the lungs. 

In adults, respiratory symptoms such as coughing and shortness ofbreath serve as a signal to air 
pollution exposure and warn us to move indoors or curtail exercise. Children often fail to exhibit 
these symptoms because they want to keep playing outside, so that makes them less likely to 
reduce their exposure such as stopping exercise or going inside. Children are closest to the 
ground where air pollution is generally a little bit more concentrated. 

Children are also particularly vulnerable to toxic substances -- the carcinogens, the teratogens, 
the mutagens-- because their bodies are immature, and they're rapidly growing so their DNA is 
much more vulnerable to damage from these carcinogens, mutagens, and so forth, such as 
benzene and other, you know, related compounds aromatics. 

Children do not have a fully developed immune system, a liver or kidneys to help protect them 
from the damaging effects of many of these chemicals. Immature lungs are unable to remove or 
neutralize toxic contaminants adequately and developing brains and neural pathways are 
particularly vulnerable. In addition, some chemicals affecting the endocrine system are 
potentially disturbing their neural reproductive and immune development. 

Airborne carcinogens and mutagens, chemicals such as benzene and related aromatics potentially 
disturb their neural reproductive and immune development. They have a much greater effect on 
children possibly because rapidly growing tissues are less differentiated and more susceptible 
than mature tissues in adults. 

Children exposed to carcinogens like benzene have a longer exposed expected lifespan over 
which carcinogenic action may occur. Children of parents exposed to toxic chemicals appear to 
have a higher incidence of cancer possibly because they inherit damaged genetic material. They 
get damaged DNA from the parents. Additional exposure may then precipitate malignancy in 
these genetically susceptible children. And finally, I'll just add, feh1ses are exposed during 
gestation to environmental pollution that is stored in the mother's body, especially these women 
living in this Eagle Ford Shale area and-- and these other fracking areas in Texas. 

Newborns are further exposed to environmental pollution excreted in the mother's breast milk. 
Children of mothers with higher levels of environmental pollution in their bodies display an 
increased incident of developmental and other adverse health effects, so this rule needs to be 
made stronger to protect the children -- the thousands of children in Texas that live with their 
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families in these areas, and so I urge you to make the rules stronger and not to weaken them. 
Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I appreciate the EPA taking the important first steps in cutting methane emissions 
from oil and gas facilities. Since we've already learned how important it is to reduce climate 
change, I'm here to speak about how critical this rule is to people's health. As a graduate student 
in conducting research and spending the summer in Kames County, it allowed me the 
opportunity to meet with community members and to speak to them about their health. 

Residents have not only witnessed and experienced changes in the environment, but have 
recognized and experienced changes within themselves. Residents are eager to tell their stories 
and struggles with their health they know have been caused by the oil and gas emissions. Since 
they're not able to be here today, I would like to speak on their behalf and urge you, as they have 
urged me, to listen to their concerns and do something that will improve their poor air quality 
and their poor quality of life by-- by these standards. 

The patterns and the data so far shows a variety in health symptoms and a distinct timeline upon 
which these health issues have appeared. If residents have already experienced these declining 
health issues over the past five years, I can imagine what they're going to be in the next 10 to 20 
years. The longer that we wait for more air testing to occur, the longer that residents are exposed 
to harmful pollutants. I emphasize the importance of local knowledge and consideration of 
policies that mostly affect the areas like Kames County. 

As one resident states, I'm having respiratory issues, and before, I didn't have those at all. I think 
my issues are with the dust around here. I'm asthmatic but also my ears get plugged because of 
the congestion. It's in our lungs and our pastures. Our horses have respiratory problems, too. We 
smell that putrid smell. We catch a whiff of it. You can't stay outside. It makes my wife, me, and 
son feel nauseous. It's almost like a raw egg smell. You can smell it daily. There's threats and 
letters I get from the industry, but nothing ever happens or comes from it. What are we 
breathing? Not knowing really bothers me he says. It's not just fracking. It's production. Fracking 
goes away but wells are here for years. In the past five years, the air quality has really gone 
downhill. 

Upon my first trip to Kames County, it brought me to the public library whereupon five minutes 
of standing in the lobby I heard a resident complaint about persistent headaches and allergies. 
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During my visit to the local hospital, a resident said that he brought in his mother to the ER for 
the same thing, and this went on and on. Another resident explained, she says, especially if I go 
outside, it feels like I took a sleeping pill. It's gotten worse. I'm also afraid I'm going to get 
leukemia from all of this. We have bad air quality, and I can smell this stuffbut also the way it 
makes me feel. Everyone needs to be aware of this before anything can get done, that's why I'm 
talking to you. 

Even residents who aren't sure about the relationship between poor air quality and health have 
realized the possibility. As residents who tell me about their constant burning in the nose and 
coughing and scratchy throats, she says, I'm not going to swear that has to do with oil wells, but 
it's just weird stuff that won't go away, and it shouldn't be going on this long. 

Another couple I spoke with feels the same. In reference to her husband, she says, he's got 
numbness in both of his hands, and he gets dizzy when he bends over and has to stop whatever 
he is doing. He used to be able to stay up all day and do things outside. Now he has to come in 
and take a lot of breaks. He does not attribute any of this to the environment, but I'm going to-
but I'm not going to attribute mine to age, she says. 

Something is going on to-- something is going on that makes you pass out, dizzy, or nauseous. 
Something is causing it. Five years ago, I was the spitting image of health. Prior to the oil 
industry coming here, I would have one migraine maybe other week, and now I just live with 
them. 

There's no negotiation for residents as to where oil and gas processes occur. One resident says 
they don't sit down and tell you they're going to build something right behind you. We're about 
500 feet away. The first time that something told me something was happening was when our 
animals started dying. We don't know how dangerous this was until the well exploded and they 
evacuated us. When is this ever going to go away? I've been on antibiotics and steroids for 
bronchitis and sinusitis almost since all of this started. I'd like to add that our grandson has been 
diagnosed with similar respiratory issues. 

My participant goes on and says, ifl would have known this, I would have never. And in his 
statement, he realizes that he never had the choice. He emphasized being able and healthy 
enough to work and be outside prior to all of this happening in Kames County. He said I think 
that they, the industry, could do this in a more responsible manner and that they can monitor 
what they're doing on a daily basis and that they can spend more money by monitoring and 
letting people know when something is coming out that's dangerous. 

People that are surrounded by these oil and gas activities can tell you how much their 
environment and their health has declined because of it. A resident sitting next to me used an 
oxygen mask and tried to explain to the doctors, and the doctors have told them about how little 
response they've gotten from industry representatives and state and environmental agencies. She 
says, he has restricted breathing and doctors don't know why. 

Doctors ran out of things to test for. He doesn't go outside anymore. It bothers him. If you make 
it to 70 without any respiratory issues, then after months of this going on, all of a sudden, you 
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can't breathe anymore, I don't want his health to deteriorate. His health will deteriorate if we 
have to stay here. 

And lastly, I just want to end this with saying, I'm here pleading for a better quality of life for 
these people. Determining the air -- the quality of air associated to oil and gas drilling processes 
should include listening and spending quality time with the people who are being affected and 
living with these contaminants. To me, the people that I spoke with in Kames County, there's no 
doubt in my mind the air quality is impacting their quality of life. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My name is Gunnar Schade. I live in College Station, Texas, and I'd like to talk to 
you in my role as a concerned scientist about the issue. 

A little bit different topic than you have dealt with for a long time, and I'm calling it here a little -
- maybe a little because you're dealing with small sources, but they have a large impact and 
although these sources are small, the focus on only large sources is not going to solve the 
problem. I'm very grateful that you're going to address all of the small sources. 

Particularly, you're addressing methane, which has not been addressed for a very long time, but it 
is the second most important greenhouse gas and having addressed it earlier, we would have 
saved a lot of time with respect to making progress in the greenhouse gas emissions. 

I want to thank you for calling the proposed rule common sense because I think that's exactly 
what it is because reducing methane emissions is actually very, very easy. Now, I want to give 
you a little bit of a backdrop on what methane is actually doing in the atmosphere. Most of you 
will probably know this very well, but methane is not dropping globally, and it's not dropping 
regionally. It has been increasing again since about ten years in the atmosphere now, and we 
scientists are not 1 00 percent sure where this is coming from, but it is mostly happening in 
northern mid latitudes, and one of the reasons we're pretty sure about is coal development in 
China, but other conditions could go the development of -- excuse me -- shale resources in the 
United States. 

The question often comes up in that it's actually EPA's fault in part whether methane emissions 
from oil and gas are dropping, and what often gets cited with that statement is that EPA 
emissions inventory shows its dropping. If that really were the case, then somebody please 
explain to me as you can see here why ethane is increasing since ethane is co-emitted? It's 
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virtually only with methane, but it's increasing almost everywhere. So how can methane 
dropping -- be dropping if ethane is increasing? 

On the left-hand side of the recent publication you have here slide one from colleagues in 
northeast and on the right-hand side is a copy of our publication and research from about a half a 
year ago. One is showing Marcellus on the left-hand side. On the right-hand side, the data from 
Eagle Ford in Texas. 

My critique of EPA is that you continue to use and rely heavily on self-imported data by the 
industry which is known to be biased. A large study by Adam Brandt that appeared in Science 
two years ago have -- was a methane study that critically showed that EPA's data may be biased. 
I'm sorry that you can't see this very clearly, but basically, the conclusion of the study was, you 
know, in this part of the graph that almost all ratios between estimates and reality are smaller, but 
-- the ratio of reality to estimate is larger than one with the total estimate hovering around 50 
percent underestimation. 

On top of that, a recent paper shows that one of the predominantly used instruments in industry 
to measure leaks shows a very clear bias which we see in the graph on the right-hand side. This 
is the one-to-one line between an independent analyzer and the analyzer in question on the left 
half, and you can see that for many, many sources, the analyzer is way underestimating where 
the methane should be. 

This same analyzer was used in a study that industry keeps repeating as being the study that 
shows that its emissions are low. This work is incredible, and you should definitely have a look 
at it. 

Lastly, fool me once, fool me twice. When arguments are made that emissions are dropping, 
often data is shown that shows relative emissions, but relative emissions are based on gas 
production, and science has shown that in those areas where there's a very, very large gas 
production, you tend to have lower methane emissions. But those are the areas in this case, so for 
Barnett and Marcellus, these are old ones where the industry has made a lot of progress in 
efficiency and the industry is forwarding those areas as where it doesn't emit a lot of methane. 
These are dry gas areas. 

Most of the emissions that with work my colleagues would know show-- I'm sorry. Most-- that 
was the wrong direction. Most emissions are happening in those areas where oil is brought out of 
the ground, not from the gas. And my summary is here. I think it's very simple to fix these leaks, 
and it would create a lot of jobs to fix these leaks, but if you continue wastefulness, you will not 
create any jobs. 

Therefore, I applaud you for this rule. I hope that you will go further in creating even more jobs 
by also regulating these system sources. Thank you very much. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: If you were to see a map of Tarrant County put out by the Railroad Commission with 
little dots representing every place there's a gas well, it would look like somebody just bled all 
over that little map. Tarrant County is -- it would depend on the scale to which the map is blown 
up or reduced, Tarrant County is just blobs of red everywhere, which means we have lots of 
methane. 

This was not always tme, but it's been tme since 2010, 2011. We are also downwind from the 
East Texas coal plants, the coal-fired plants in East Texas, which means we cast-- I realize that 
today we're talking about methane pollution, but it all dumps in together as one toxic mix. We 
get emissions from cars. We get methane. We get coal. So everything you can do to mitigate any 
of those factors might help to make life better for us. 

Studies have been done by the Dallas Medical Association recently on how much more asthma -
what they did was measure the incidents of asthma attacks correlated with the incidents of bad 
air days in Dallas. And sure enough, you know, a lot more people were hospitalized for asthma. 
And when we measure the cost of things, there are direct costs to an industry, and the oil industry 
is -- the gas industry is correct to say that the pollution produced by gas is less than the pollution 
produced by coal, but it's all getting into our lungs; and so whatever you can do to reduce 
methane emissions may also help to reduce the number of attacks of asthma which will help to 
reduce the cost of Medicare and Medicaid and health insurance and all of the other factors that 
measure the costs of our individual health. 

It is because I care about the quality of the air that I have to breathe and the quality of the air that 
we get in Dallas and Fort Worth that I ask you all -- first, I thank you for your concern about 
reducing methane emissions because if it isn't in my backyard, I'm still impacted by whatever 
happens throughout the country. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: Methane is a highly potent greenhouse gas. Over a 20-year time span, it has a 70 to 
105 times more powerful component, and over a 1 00-year time scale, 20 to 35 times more 
powerful component at trapping heat and carbon dioxide resulting in catastrophic climate 
change. 

The oil and gas industry is the largest industrial source of methane pollution. In 2013, the sector 
emitted 7.3 million metric tons of methane. From the standpoint of climate disruption, that's 
equivalent to C02 emissions from over 160 coal-burning power plants. Now, that's a pretty 
serious thing to do considering what effects it has on the health of citizens. And if you'll notice, 
the oil and gas industry people don't live near where they operate. We do. They come into our 
neighborhoods. We never said anything when they were out in the middle of nowhere drilling 
and doing everything they did and producing the pollution they did. But now they have 
encroached on our residential neighborhoods and our densely populated urban areas, and they 
tell you that these regulations are burdensome, that they're costly, and that they're unnecessary. 
Taking that same logic, I suppose we don't need any kind of inspections or regulations on the 
building of aircraft or automobiles or food inspection or testing our water to make sure it's safe. 

The simple fact of the matter is, every industry has regulatory stipulations on it that it must abide 
by in order to comply with what is healthy and safe for the environment in which it operates. To 
do anything else is just sheer hypocrisy and completely off the scale in what we would expect in 
a civilized society. If the industry cannot afford to operate safely in a way that does not harm 
other people, then it should not be allowed to operate at all. If small operators have to go out of 
business, so be it. That's competitiveness. 

They'll tell you how much they appreciate the free enterprise system, how they believe that 
regulation and government should not dictate anything, that competition should 
dictate everything, but all competition is based on offering the very best product and services for 
the amount of money being paid. 

The oil and gas industry has been extremely successful. The big companies are raking in tens of 
billions of dollars a year in profit, and yet, they're getting corporate welfare from our 
government. Why? EPA is our only source that we can tum to for protection from the industry. 
We have the Texas Railroad Commission. The commissioners are all former oil and gas 
industry people. Because Texas has no law prohibiting conflicting -- conflicts of interest and 
vested interest in being involved in rulemaking, the Railroad Commission, the commissioners 
themselves, own a vested interest in oil and gas operations to this day. 

And over 70 percent of the campaign contributions to the Railroad Commission of Texas come 
directly from the oil and gas industry, so we have a regulatory agency regulating the 
industry from which is a part itself, and it's kind of like the fox guarding the henhouse. I don't 
think we're going to be able to count on the Railroad Commission of Texas doing anything to 
look out for citizens. Their own history and track record shows that to be the case. 

The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality is exactly the same way. I have 
personally filed complaints about problems from oil and gas wells only to have TCEQ respond 
three days later looking in an area on the opposite side from where the pollution came when the 
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wind was blowing 46 miles per hour, gusting at 53, and I gave them three GPS way points to 
target the area from which they needed to be looking. I'd like to believe that the oil and gas 
industry would do what's right. I would like to believe that they're honorable people. They just 
have not shown any sign of it. 

If they were, they would voluntarily use vapor recovery systems because it recovers the escaping 
methane that they're spending millions of dollars to produce. If you're going to let it get away, 
why drill the hole in the ground in the first place? Why not just leave it down there where 
the earth protects it from us and we're safe? 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I'm Cathy Wallace from Irving, Texas, and I remember back in the early '70s when 
the EPA was founded, how wonderful a government agency that will come in and protect and 
ensure our health from harmful effects from industry. Future generations can flourish in an 
environment that is safe. 

After the EPA opened an office in the middle of an industrial area in Kansas City, we saw our air 
quality improve greatly. Fast forward 40 years, and I'm here today to support your proposed rules 
to cut methane and V OCs from our air to ensure the future of our planet. 

Our state of Texas has been inundated with air, water, and land contaminants by the fossil fuel 
industry. Our state agencies, the TECQ, the Texas Railroad Commission, ignore these issues that 
are created by oil and gas wells that surround us in the D/FW area. The oil and gas industry 
refuse -- I'm sorry -- refuses to use best practices unless they are required. There are not enough 
regulations in place to protect the citizens from harmful air quality. There are 98 producing gas 
wells at the D/FW airport and one injection well near where I live. With our prevailing south 
winds, we have 400 producing wells in Arlington directly to the south of us. 

When driving by the airport, there's a distinct odor now, and when flying into D/FW airport 
when the ozone levels are high, there's a brown haze hanging over our city. In the past few years, 
there is a noticeable difference when exercising outdoors. It is difficult to breathe. There's a 
pressing need for improved air monitoring around D/FW. We need more regulations on existing 
gas well operations as well as new facilities to stop leaks from emitting into the air. 

In Texas, we are exposed to many dangers and injustices from gas well production that puts the 
economic burden on the people. We are left to deal with our property values in decline, repairs to 
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our property from damages and mounting health costs. There's a sign at a fracking site that is 200 
feet from a family's back door. It says, "Danger, Do Not Enter." This tank contains fatal vapors. 
It is dangerous and irresponsible for the industry to put these operations so close to homes and 
families. We look forward to the EPA to protect the environment of this nation and its people. 
Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: The second main reason to deal with this is obviously climate. Methane cooks our 
climate. There are a whole lot of estimates, but we all agree that it's worse in the short term than 
carbon dioxide, so if we're going to deal with climate, we've got to deal with methane, and the 
way to deal with it is partially the oil and gas industry. 

And the third main reason is because these gases also have other impacts, public health impacts. 
Captured methane can also capture gases that cause ozone. We have big problems in Texas, in 
Dallas, in Houston, in San Antonio, and Austin, and it appears from various studies that part of 
the culprit is emissions from oil and gas. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My name is Ranjana Bhandari. I am from Arlington, Texas, and represent a 
community group called Liveable Arlington. I thank the EPA for giving me this opportunity to 
comment. Arlington is a city of 362,000 people in an area ofless than a hundred square miles. At 
present, we have 400-plus gas wells in 56 drill sites as shown in the Railroad Commission map. 
Let me advance to the next one. Earlier this year, the City of Arlington projected growing this 
number to more than 900 gas wells in the next few years. Our city is also covered with a maze of 
gas gathering and -- yes, that is the slide -- I'm sorry -- gas gathering and transmission pipelines 
and compressor stations. 
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The next slide shows a map of Arlington with one-mile circles around each drill site in the city. 
Given the intense drilling in Arlington and the neighboring cities, residents spend time in 
multiple overlapping circles wherever they happen to be at any time. Our children are constantly 
exposed to emissions from these sites whether they are at home, school, in the park, a little 
league game, at the playground. With drilling expanding, this picture will only get worse. 

At the recent urban drilling forum hosted by our city on August 1st of this year, our fire chief 
stated that gas drilling was here to stay in Arlington for a period of next -- of the next 30 or 50 
years. My son who is now a teenager was born in Arlington. He has spent almost his entire life 
around drill sites, gas wells, fracking, and the highly toxic emission and health effects that 
accompany it. He was a toddler when all of this started. These days, however, I hear him talk 
about college. 

If he escapes this toxic legacy of drilling and gets away from it when he goes to college, the 
global climate effect of all of this methane leaking into our atmosphere will still follow him for 
the rest of his life. This is true for all of Arlington's children and for millions of children 
elsewhere in the shale fields of America. 

The climate effects of all of this drilling are, of course, global. In Texas, with the passage of 
House Bill 40 this year, the state government has taken away a city's right to regulate drilling. 
Our Railroad Commission does not have enough inspectors. Only 158 statewide at last count or 
the will to monitor the large number of wells we have in our state. There are 400 gas wells in 
Arlington alone. With this vacuum in local and state monitoring and regulation, federal rules are 
our only hope here. We need national rules to protect the millions of people who now live very 
close to drilling. We appreciate the EPA taking this critical first step to reduce methane pollution 
from oil and gas facilities. Methane is an extremely potent greenhouse gas. Over a 20-year 
period, it is 85 times more powerful than carbon dioxide. 30 percent of U.S. oil and gas 
production comes from Texas which means a large share of the methane problem happens right 
here in this state. 

These new mles are also important to our health because the required controls will reduce other 
toxic air pollution that is related with the methane. It will cut emissions of VOCs and smog
forming pollutants. The Dallas-Fort Worth area where Arlington has been in nonattainment of 
EPA smog standards for a long time. It also has very high rates of childhood asthma. These rules 
will also reduce emissions of compounds like benzene which is a serious threat for public health. 

Industry claims job losses in arguing against methane mles, however, Colorado's experience 
shows us that is not the case. The Colorado mles are considered tougher than the EPA rules. 
Federal rules would require producers to upgrade pumps and compressors on new wells and 
expand the use of methane-capturing equipment for gas and oil wells. Unlike Colorado, they 
don't cover methane from existing facilities. Colorado requires companies to inspect for methane 
leaks in tanks, pipelines, and wells once a month at large facilities and plug them using infrared 
cameras. 

Noble, the state's second largest oil driller, said in a presentation to Colorado last year that 
compliance would cost about $3 million a year. They told investors that the cost wouldn't be 
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material to earnings or cash flow. The proposed rules are tough, but they're the right thing to do. 
They provide enhanced air quality benefits at a manageable cost. 

Even with the best technology in place, burning dirty fossil fuels places future generations at 
extreme risk from climate change. While supporting a rapid shift to clean renewable energy, we 
strongly urge the EPA to implement these rules for both new and existing oil and gas facilities in 
the interim to help preserve not just a liveable Arlington, but also a liveable planet. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: So many kudos and applause to the EPA for taking this first step in addressing the 
methane problem which is affecting my community and the greater part of the world. 

This is spring, our Texas state leaders passed House Bill 40 which strips away fundamental 
powers from cities to regulate oil and gas activity, so I'm also here to speak on behalf of the 
hundreds of thousands of people in our region who aren't informed or knowledgeable about the 
hazards caused by methane pollution and who can't be here today. 

Horizontal drilling and hydraulic fracturing have just now entered our city limits, and I'm trying 
to protect my community and keep drilling at bay or at least a safe distance from families, but we 
really need your help to ensure that the strictest methane rules are in place to protect our people. 

We all know methane is a powerful greenhouse gas and a dangerous player in the climate change 
of today. Climate change affects us all. We have received warnings about how our planet is 
marching toward a two degree Celsius increase, a danger point for our planet according to the 
Copenhagen Accord. Because of our heavy dependence on the fossil fuel economy, scientists 
now say that we are on track for an average global temperature rise of four degrees Celsius, a 
point that's not sustainable for our planet in the earth's biodiversity. 

A world bank report has noted it's not clear that adaptation to a four degree Celsius world is 
possible. That's frightening. So change is never easy, but we must do something now and that 
moment is now, right here, in this room. Climate change is and will be the most critical, yet hard 
to pin down and control, environmental problem of our time. 

We in Texas are a part of this problem. We account for 30 percent of all oil and gas production 
in the United States, which means that much of the 7 million tons of methane pollution that is 
vented, flared, leaked, and otherwise wasted from oil and gas operations occur right here in 
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Texas, but the flip side of that coin is that we can also be a part of the solution, but we do need a 
fearless EPA with stronger rules to lead the way, and the people are with you. Do it. 

In my neck of the woods, the Eagle Ford Shale has exploded in a short period of time. In 2009, it 
had 107 producing oil and gas wells. As of September 1, that number is now 14,565 wells. If we 
in the U.S. are serious about meeting our greenhouse gas reduction commitments, all of these 
facilities must be included, addressed, and regulated in the new rules. This is a no-brainer. Force 
the oil and gas industry to stop the release and leakage of unwanted methane into our 
atmosphere. 

What's going to happen to our families when they start expanding into our neighborhoods like a 
hungry Pacman and won't be held accountable for their pollution? What an injustice. It's an 
outrage. Rules like this are the only way to fix the problem. It's the only way to reduce VOCs 
and other smog-forming pollutants and benzene and other carcinogens and things we don't want 
in the precious air that we breathe. 

Our state regulators and elected officials are part of the problem. Intimidated -- intimidated by 
and in the pocket of industry, they have specifically refused to regulate methane and instead are 
granting thousands of permits each year to allow flaring, and this must stop. 

Let's move toward a low-carbon economy now and begin to decouple these emissions now. 

I want my one-year-old daughter, Marley, to grow up in a healthy environment that is free from 
methane, and I want her to grow up in a century where climate change was curbed because we 
had the guts to address these types of environmental problems now. Thank you so much. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My second division of my remarks is, you are here proposing greater controls and 
regulations to regulate methane leaks in the natural gas production and oil production industry. 
This is really a problem. 

Industry will tell you no, but other agencies of far more repute will tell you that methane is a 
problem; and I have here a pamphlet or an article, rather, "Fracking, methane and climate," and it 
quotes the IPCC that says, "methane is much worse for the climate than carbon dioxide: 86 times 
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worse over 20 years according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change." Well, who 
are these guys and how dare they Texas that methane is bad news? 

Well, I'll tell you who they are. They are a United Nations agency founded in 1988, and they 
have 195 countries as signatories. That's an awful lot of agreement. Well, are they reputable? 
Does the world like these people? Well, in 2007, they won the Nobel Peace Prize. I think the 
issue is settled. Methane is a problem. Climate change is a problem. And I welcome the EPA 
here to Dallas to attempt to get the rules passed in order for us to successfully deal with it. I'm so 
glad you're here. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I'm here on behalf of and as a public citizen. 

We applaud the EPA for taking this important first step of proposing rules to curb methane 
emissions from the oil and gas sector. Methane is a dangerous greenhouse gas that has 87 times 
more impact on the climate per ton emitted over a 20-year time frame compared to carbon 
dioxide. In this short 20-year timeframe and even much shorter time frame of five to ten years 
will be critical to decrease greenhouse gas emissions because, climate change is already 
happening and because according to scientific research that's come out recently, it is happening 
much quicker than we previously thought. 

Positive feedback loops such as the melting of Arctic ice are threatening to take the earth into a 
range that is very dangerous for humans and other lower lives as well. Rapidly reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions is necessary to avoid the most costly consequence of climate change, 
and these consequences are already started. 

Studies have known that up to 12 percent of methane is leaking in some areas where oil and gas 
development is taking place. Even at a more conservative average of three percent as some 
studies have suggested is leaking, the impact on the climate is still devastating. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Comment Excerpt Number: 172 

Comment: The flaring that I see whenever I'm in the Eagle Ford Shale is extremely widespread. 
It's very disturbing to see all of that methane being flared off, and it's only polluting our air as 
well as wasting a very valuable resource. And we talk about how important our natural gas is, 
and then we just flare it off because they've overproduced or brought the price down, so it's not-
it's not something we should be doing, definitely not as a mineral owner and not as someone who 
cares about our air quality and our greenhouse gas emissions. 

Of course, as you've heard-- as you've heard from so many today, this is lots of variation on the 
same theme, but it's because we're all suffering the same thing. The Texas regulators are just not 
out there protecting us. Their goal is to protect the profits of the oil and gas industry at the 
expense of all of us, and they have expanded issuing permits allowing extended flaring with 
more than 3,012 permits in 2014 and 5,207 in 2015, with up to 30 percent of all gas being 
flared or vented in some counties in the Eagle Ford Shale. That is ridiculous and obscene. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: Methane not only is a threat to our air quality but also to our water supply. 
Methane contamination is now well documented in the Marcellus and Utica Shale area and in the 
Barnett Shale region from unconventional natural gas extraction. There is not a system in the 
human body that isn't adversely impacted by the dangers of methane. 

Additional benefits of methane regulation will decrease the negative effects on climate change. 
Climate change alone will further negatively impact our health. If we cannot eliminate the 
industries that endanger our health, then the very least we can do is regulate the emissions that 
they release in order to protect the public's health. If we don't, Americans will shoulder the 
economic burden from healthcare costs related to premature mortality. 

The cost analysis of premature mortality and methane emissions are available, so my question is, 
why are we not regulating to maximize the best possible outcome for human health benefits? 
What price do you have on the life of your loved ones? How much is it worth to you to protect 
them? The answer to these questions is obvious. We shouldn't even have to ask. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: So today, I will start offby expressing my gratitude to the EPA for taking an 
important first step to control methane emissions for oil and gas sources. 

As I'm sure you are already aware, methane is 86 times more capable of trapping heat than 
carbon dioxide over a 20-year period. Essentially, that's really bad. Right? We want to control it 
as much as possible. So by controlling this methane that's -- it being emitted primarily by oil and 
gas, we are having climate benefits. But we're also-- by limiting that methane through this new 
rule, we would also limit smog-forming pollutants and have positive health effects. 

So I have a few nieces that I am absolutely nuts about, and that's the reason I'm here today is 
because future generations are really important to me. And I want my nieces to be able to grow 
up in a place that is safe for them. And if we continue treating the world like we do now, you 
know, they might not have the same opportunities that I've had to, you know, enjoy our beautiful 
world. So as with everything, there's always room for improvement. So, you know, I definitely 
appreciate this first step. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: Okay. Hi. My name is Shana, and I'm here with the Sierra Club. I'm from Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma. And I'm basically here just basically in support of the bill that is going to lower 
the methane pollution. 

Because I do live in Oklahoma City, and so I do have to deal with what everyone else in 
Oklahoma City deals with because we do rely heavily on the oil and natural gas. And we-- and 
with that -- we just rely on the administration. 
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And with that, relying on the administration does comes with consequences -- relying on 
administration and that is, of course, the smog and driving through the cities and the towns and 
smelling all of this and seeing all of-- like, all of the pollution that it has caused and also the way 
that people's lives are going to have to adjust to it. Because they're going to have to say, well, my 
kid has asthma. But that's fine, and I'm just going to give my kid some medication and call it a 
day. And also, we-- I just think that --and, like, we just need transparency with the oil and gas 
administration. A lot of people don't really know a lot about the oil and gas administration 
because there's not a lot of transparency. They don't come up and talk to their neighbor and, like, 
hey, guys, just so you know, I'm about to min maybe your well, perhaps, or, like, min the air 
you're breathing, just so you know. Like, these are the things. And just-- I just have a problem 
with that whole ordeal. But my main concern is just for the kids and for the older adults and for 
even just people in between. But then you have kids in the womb to have to suffer with it as well. 
And they haven't even come into the world to have to suffer with the reality that, oh, I'm going to 
come in and I might have maybe a birth defect or maybe asthma or maybe anything because of 
something that people could have regulated, something that someone could have helped and 
could have changed and helped fix. 

And, yeah, just the threat -- it's just the threat to just actually having a real life and living it out to 
the fullest of our abilities. And I would just like to be focused only -- and instead of just talking 
about, does this problem exist-- and, like, that's why you're here. In Oklahoma especially, does 
the problem exist? Does the problem exist? And I no longer want to hear that. I only want to 
hear, how can we fix this problem because it's already been proven that it exists. And we just 
need to know how to fix it. 

And I tmly, truly want to say that what y'all are doing is so necessary. It's very necessary. And I 
really appreciate it. And that is something that -- I can say that you do have a lot of transparency 
with what you're doing. You are educating people as you go as the steps are taken. So I will -- I 
just want to thank you-all for that. And I know that we can change the course of climate change 
with knowing exactly what we're doing with methane emissions. And that can really, really put 
us back on the right track with all of that. 
That's all. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: And why has the EPA proposed these new rules? Currently, there are no national 
limits on emissions for oil and gas operations. These rules protect public health, as I mentioned 
before. They curve emissions of smog, Volatile Organic Compounds and carcinogens, like 

15-323 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00323 



benzene and other toxic pollutants. These toxic pollutants are linked to cancer, respiratory issues, 
asthma, neurological damage and then further, they're harmful for our communities and our 
workers. 

Workers in the oil and gas industry are affected by these compounds and by these emissions. 
And workers in the gas industry, since they are much closer in proximity to these emissions and 
they have prolonged contact are affected much greater than other communities. 

And just the other day in Oklahoma, it was publicized about an oilfield worker who was found 
slumped over a tank hatch of an oil well and that his death was one of at least nine that OSHA 
has linked to toxic vapors at oil production sites. And all nine men found dead over hatches or 
crude oil tanks as they were measuring them as part of their job. So these emissions are really 
toxic. 

Methane is one of the most significant sources of climate change. That is important to me. In the 
first two decades after it's released, methane pollution is more than 80 times more potent than 
carbon dioxide. So by emitting just a little bit of methane, these emissions are greatly 
accelerating climate change. So it's not-- natural gas is not quite as clean as we thought it might 
be. 

Methane emissions last year in the U.S. had the same negative impact on the climate as the 
annual carbon emissions of roughly half the cars in the U.S. The largest source of industrial 
emissions of methane is the oil and gas industry. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I am not Catholic, but I agree with the Pope. Frequently, no measures are taken until 
people's health has been deleteriously affected and that humanities' reckless behavior pushes the 
planet to a perilous breaking point. 

These standards are a response to health and environmental problems caused by methane 
emissions and will force polluters, rather than our communities, to pay for the cost of the 
emissions. These standards could prevent thousands of asthma attacks, heart attacks and 
respiratory issues plus smog pollution while curbing the rate of climate change, using job
creating, low cost for American-made technology. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I'm here to speak on behalf of Clean Water Action. Clean Water Action is a national 
nonprofit environment organization. And we have been active in Texas since 1988. We have 
over 50,000 members generally located in the metropolitan areas. 

I'm here to speak on behalf of the methane pollution standard. If you want, I can site the docket 
number. Do you need that? It's Docket No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505. So why does Clean 
Water Action support this step by the EPA? Well, as we all know, methane is a potent 
greenhouse gas emission, pound per pound, more than 80 times as potent, at least in the short 
run, as carbon emissions. 

And, of course, climate change is something we need to get our arms around. And we're not 
going to be able to do that unless we also get our arms around methane emissions. 

So methane is leaked or vented by oil and gas operations with virtually no oversight or 
regulations currently. Oil and gas operations are the largest single contributor to methane 
emissions, and these leaks are like an invisible oil spill happening every day. And the oil and gas 
operation is getting away with it. 

So these emissions -- or rather these rules will reduce emissions by some 40 to 45 percent by 
2025, and it's an important step in the right direction. 

Another benefit from these rules will be that the controls that the oil and gas operation will have 
to install will not only control methane, but also other smog and soot-forming pollutants and 
hazardous emissions. And we will see public health benefits. 

And Texas, in particular -- it seems like Dallas and San Antonio, which are close to fracking 
areas, have serious air quality issues already. I do want to stress, as others have, that this is only a 
first step. At best, this will just flatten the growth in methane emissions. By 2025 most emissions 
will still come from existing facilities, so it's not going to be a final or complete solution. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Comment: And I just want to say that we really need the EPA here in Texas because Texas is -
the Texas regulatory agencies have not had an appetite to do a serious job of controlling 
pollution in the state. We need a federal backstop. We are a federal nation. We are one nation. 

And I think that is an important point because we live in a state where our elected officials like to 
sue the EPA -- it's almost a hobby -- any time the EPA wants to take an important step to protect 
the environment, for example, for clean water. 

So we really need the EPA to stand firm on this. We are doing our door-to-door canvass 
operations asking our members to write letters to the EPA, so you will be receiving a big stack of 
letters from Texas Clean Water Action members in support of this rule. 

And finally, I just want to say that it's really important to hear these stories, such as the ones you 
heard from the people from Oklahoma. I think that it's great that you guys did this over here in 
Dallas so not only the Texans come and speak their minds. 

And Texas, of course, is responsible for some 30 percent of methane emissions. I heard the 
discussion about folks in a neighboring state like Oklahoma, which also has a very powerful and 
big polluting oil and gas industry. And they are able to come and comment. And those stories are 
just heartbreaking. 

I was listening in the other room and heard a woman talk about her child with asthma. I have a 
brother in Denton who also suffers from asthma. So this is not simply a question of facts and 
figures and numbers. It really does affect people's lives and public health. 

And so once again, I thank you for coming up with this rule. I'm hopeful that you go through 
with it and go beyond it so that life can be sustainable. So thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I am the conservation chair for Oklahoma Sierra Club. I'm from Hulen, Oklahoma. 
And my family is very relieved that the Environmental Protection Agency has proposed the first 
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protections ever to curb methane and expand regulations on VOCs by having the New Source 
Performance Standards for oil and natural source category. So I'm-- number two. 

Thank you for the EPA's commitment to being present in Obama's goal to reduce methane 
pollution by 40 to 45 percent by 2025. The oil and gas industry loses almost eight million tons of 
methane through unrepaired leaks and intentional releases every year. 

This much natural gas could power 6.5 million American homes. Yet, this excessive waste 
continues, even though low-cost solutions could eliminate at least half of this pollution. We 
know that methane's heat tracking potential is 82 times greater than carbon dioxide over a 20-
year period. We know that methane and toxic VOCs leaking from oil and gas sites form smog 
and harm air quality endangering all the people in neighboring communities, often minority 
communities where it's convenient to locate this kind of pollution discharge. 

We know that the fossil fuel industry will fight aggressively against any regulations that we 
reduce greenhouse gases, emissions and protect air quality because regulations might reduce 
their profits. 

What's simply shocking to me and what I didn't know, Ann Bornholdt referred to; and that's the 
industry's blatant disregard for the safety of their own employees and contractors when it comes 
to exposure to volatile hydrocarbons and volatile organic compounds. 

The man that Ann referred to is named David Simpson. He had five children and a wife who 
lived in South Jordan, Utah. And he was killed at a well site outside Ardmore, Oklahoma on 
March 20th, 2014. And the other workers found him slumped over and dead over the actual 
storage hatch like Ann said apparently killed by a blast of petrochemical vapors from that storage 
tank, according to federal workers' safety investigators. 

I say apparently because Oklahoma officials didn't do an autopsy or test for petro exposure, that 
means that his widow Cindy Simpson can't collect on her husband's insurance policy, according 
to the information that I received, because there's no documented case of death. 

The last speaker is right. Our officials in Oklahoma at the state level are bought and sold by the 
oil and gas industry. We need a strong federal presence to at least balance the officials who are 
bought and paid for by the industry. 

The National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health said that David Simpson's death is one 
of nine linked to toxic vapors, vapors that are in our community as well. 

The volatile hydrocarbons, or VOCs, in shale crude, like that in Oklahoma's Woodford Shale is 
known to bubble up, collect in storage tanks like those from our shale formation. That's why 
shale oil is more likely to explode in railcars. In high concentrations these vapors can asphyxiate 
people apparently or disrupts their heart's rhythm leading to heart failure. 

The OSHA inspector who inspected David Simpson's death marked his report unacceptable in 
capital letters. He added that XTO, the oil company where David Simpson was contracting, 
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provided gas meters to their employees, just not to contractors. And their method for dealing 
with safety in this area was to tell their workers to stand up upwind. 

Despite new technology that makes it cheaper and easier to detect methane, the oil and gas 
industry will, no doubt, send lobbyists and attorneys scurrying here to the hearing today. They 
are paid to oppose EPA's sensible cost-effective proposal to reduce methane, as well as regulate 
VOCs. 

I am here as a volunteer. I took a day off work. Nobody paid me to be here. I'm here because, 
like the EPA, I care about people's lives that are at stake. 

We know also that the -- when we compare compliance cost to monetized benefits, according to 
the publication that you guys put in the Federal Register, there is actually a financial benefit of 
35- to $42 million in 2020 and 120- to 150 million in 2025, according to Page 23 of the 591-page 
document. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM - 2:40 PM; Public Hearing #2 - Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 32 

Comment: I have been a resident of Arlington, Texas for 40 years. And I got involved with a 
group called Livable Arlington because the fracking in Arlington is out of control. We have 96 
square miles in Arlington, and we have over 400 gas wells. And there's a possibility of 900 more 
wells being drilled in Arlington. 

There are three pad sites within a mile of my house. And the real reason I'm here today is this. 
These are my grandkids. They live with me. And they have chronic headaches, upper respiratory 
infections, nosebleeds. It's-- and it happens all the time. It's a regular occurrence. We need better 
regulations. We need stricter standards. We can see the air we breathe. That's not okay. There's 
been a lot of good, really great testimony here today with personal experiences and statistics 
about the dangers of fracking regarding our health and the collapse of our climate. And you have 
the power to effect change. I'm asking you, please, don't be bullied by the oil and gas companies. 
What if this was your back yard, and you were watching your family suffer? Please do the right 
thing. Thank you. That's all I have. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:40PM; Public Hearing #2- Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 34 

Comment: I live in Arlington, and I also belong to the group called Livable Arlington. And I 
want to thank you guys for giving us the opportunity to comment on the rules. 

These are my grandkids, and they're listening to me. I am doing this because I do want to leave a 
planet for them that is healthy. 

So anyhow, we appreciate the EPA taking this critical first step to reduce methane pollution from 
oil and gas facilities. Methane is an extremely potent greenhouse gas. Over a 20-year period, it is 
85 times more powerful than carbon dioxide. 30 percent ofU.S. oil and gas production comes 
from Texas, which means a large share of methane leaks, methane waste happens in this state. 

These new rules are also important to our health because the required controls will reduce other 
toxic air pollution that's released with methane. It will cut admissions ofVOCs and smog
forming pollutants. 

The Dallas/Fort Worth area where Arlington is has been in a nonattainment of EPA's smog 
standards for a very long time. It has the highest rate of childhood asthma in the country. These 
rules will also reduce emissions of compounds like benzene, a Category 1 carcinogen that is 
serious -- that is a serious threat to the public. 

The Dallas/Fort Worth area would experience great progress from this rule in cleaning up ground 
level ozone. Texas regulators have not shown a willingness to regulate methane pollution. The 
EPA's rulemaking is sorely needed in this state. A recent bill, HB 40, has stripped a city's power 
to regulate oil and gas drilling, leaving us at the mercy of state agencies that have not done their 
job. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:40PM; Public Hearing #2- Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 70 

Comment: Methane pollution contributes to common change. It has negative impacts on all 
creations, including the health of all humans. Sacred literature of our various faith traditions calls 
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upon us to be stewards of God's creation. And as such, we're called to protect the earth and 
address all of the things that threaten its wellbeing, including, but certainly not limited to 
methane pollution. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:40PM; Public Hearing #2- Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 114 

Comment: The one thing we do know also is that global warming is getting worse. Not enough 
is being done about it. And I was really surprised to find that in the United States, methane 
emissions from oil and gas extraction are roughly equivalent on their impact on global warming 
to 150 coal-fired power plants. I found that to be astonishing. 

So anything that can be done to limit that waste -- and I realize not all of it can be stopped, of 
course. But a lot of it can be, it sounds like. It would be really good. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 54 

Comment: Pardon me. I'm here to say that while we're thankful for the attention that is being 
given to methane pollution and the climate hazard that it presents, we always have to 
acknowledge that new regulations are not to be celebrated. When new regulations are sought, it 
is automatically an admission of the failure of the previous regulations to adequately protect our 
environment, our climate, and/or human health. And we've known about these problems for a 
long time. 

I'm here to say that Colorado's rules and regulations are not adequate. We still have people's 
neighborhoods threatened with toxic emissions; with 24/7 noise with truck traffic; with the 
threats to their water supply from drilling, well bores, and spills; in addition to potential for 
thermogenic contamination from the frack zones. 
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That's the least of our worries because we have routine spills at sites across the state and 
sometimes blowout with massive amounts of toxic water spreading over the landscape. And we 
don't want these in our neighborhoods. And these rules will not prevent people from being 
subject to these hazards in their neighborhoods, and they are not enough. 

So in addition, I'm concerned that the capture of methane may demand the construction of more 
pipe-lines. Pipelines leak. Pipelines lead to explosions. Pipelines are also a problem. They are not 
the answer if we're going to capture methane. 

People are breathing in toxins that the EPA says they should not breathe, and that's not 
acceptable. And if you can't -- if our current laws are not protecting us from that, how can we 
trust that this law will protect our climate? We need trust. We need aggressive laws. These are 
not problems that go away because of our good intentions. These are not problems that go away 
because our opponents are intimidating us or that we have to win the election. These are 
problems of real people on our only planet, our only home. 

And I hope these rules make a difference, and I hope they're applied across the board. And I'm 
quite sure that it won't be enough difference until our neighborhoods are protected from toxin 
emissions, ozone pollution, the threat of spills, and global warming itself that is sure to result 
from weak rules and weak enforcement. 

And I know that you can do better, and I know that we need to do better as soon as possible, 
meaning we don't wait. We need clean air, clean water, and we need it now. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 58 

Comment: I'm the author of a number of publications, including most recently in the "Journal of 
Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics." This paper directly relates to oil and gas emissions with 
wintertime ozone in Wyoming. 

Since 2011 a combination of facts have led to air quality improvements in the Upper Green River 
Basin in Wyoming. These factors include application ofLDAR program by developers, reduced 
activity, meteorology, and state-driven regulation related to nonattainment designation. Most 
recently my research is based upon downwind plume quantification of methane and VOC using 
EPA Method OTM 33A. It is evident that some well pads have higher leakage rates than others. 
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[In response to a question by EPA panel members about being able to predict which oil pads 
leaked and which did not.] 

We're still working on that, so I wouldn't -- I would refer you to the academic papers currently in 
the literature, where in the basins we see leakage rates, in some basins, of 1 percent; in other 
basins, maybe 6 percent. 

In terms of the fine detail, that's the research question of the moment: Is it related to production 
in one area at a different time for gas? Is it related to maintenance programs? What are the 
driving factors of OCS that's ongoing? 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 61 

Comment: I think the time to look at methane releases is long overdue. I certainly welcome 
steps in this direction. The effects on climate, ozone, public health, hazardous releases of 
carcinogens and VOCs is widely known and documented. Low estimates were, 23 times more 
potent a greenhouse gas as carbon dioxide; other studies have been coming up at 64 times. It's 
pretty critical. And I hear today 80, but at any rate at least 23 times, 80 times as potent a 
greenhouse gas. This is going to be a critical step in trying to reach the goals of the Climate 
Action Plan. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 68 

Comment: I think you can look at the West Coast; you can look at the fact that we had a wet -
the wettest May in the 48 states; heavy rain, terrible dryness; and this is from climate change. 
And it's right here, right now. 
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There's a great little movie about some guy whose house was down the hill. He didn't hear the 
thing to get heck out of town. So when he finally left town, he was driving through his town on 
fire. And Governor Brown from California says that's --that's where we're at now. You know, 
my kids, they're in their 20s, early 30s. Their world is different right now, it's different because 
of climate change. In 30 years it's going to be that much more different. 

Your problem is that you have to deal with an applicable world. Our politics do not match our 
climate situation. Our politics is -- is like a straightjacket, and the house is burning down and we 
can't get out of it. It takes courage to lead, and leadership means you go first. So I hope that you 
have as stringent rules as you possibly can, to hang on to all of the methane that you possibly 
can. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 70 

Comment: Coloradans have had a front-row seat to the devastating impact of methane pollution 
and its impact on public health in our communities. In over 3 million places where we live, 3 
million of us live in places where ozone levels exceed national clean air standards. And the 
NAACP believes that this is entirely unacceptable. 

Methane is a highly potent greenhouse gas and is a major contributor to climate change. 
Nationally the oil and gas industry is the largest industrial source of methane pollution, emitting 
over 7.3 million metric tons of methane in 2013 alone, equivalent to C02 emissions from over 
160 coal-burning power plants. That means that not only are methane and other emissions from 
oil and gas operations polluting our air, they are acute contributors to the costly and harmful 
climate change we're seeing today. 

We know that, today in Washington, D.C., Pope Francis talked about climate change and asked 
us not to leave the duty of dealing with climate change to the next generation. The NAACP asks 
the same of you. 

Methane and carbon dioxide, the number-one and the number-two drivers of climate change, are 
impacting low-income communities of color and other disenfranchised communities that are 
very often, even right here in Colorado, closest to the industrial sources of air pollution, at a far 
greater rate than any other communities. 
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Not only this, our communities are hit the hardest by climate change and climate change-caused 
disasters. We can't continue to afford to rebuild our homes after disasters like fires and floods 
caused by climate change, or pay for a heat bill spike during a polar vortex. 

It's not just climate that's being affected, it's our very health and well-being. We know that 
methane pollution specifically contributes to the formation of smog, which causes asthma 
attacks, respiratory problems, and permanent lung damage. 

And we also know that African American children specifically have an 80 percent higher rate of 
asthma and nearly three times as likely a chance to die from asthma complications as their peers 
who are white. 

And the NAACP believes that this is a disgrace. These regulations proposed by EPA can only be 
the beginning of the work that we must do to combat climate change, protect our communities, 
and safeguard true public health. Colorado has always been a leader in the fight against climate 
change, and even when industries like the oil and gas industries oppose regulation, we know that 
we continue because we must. 

We know that we must continue because of the health of our communities, and the NAACP 
encourages the EPA to finalize strong rules that will be the first step in fixing our climate and 
reducing the significant impact of methane and other toxic pollutants on our health. 

Thank you so much for the chance for the NAACP to offer these comments 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 74 

Comment: "Climate change is a problem that can no longer be left to future generations," His 
Holiness Pope Francis said earlier today at the White House, side by side with President Obama. 
I stand with Pope Francis today in tackling a problem facing not only the United States but the 
world. The EPA's commonsense rule to address methane and VOC emissions from new sources 
is a critical step in combating climate disruption and in reducing the air pollution that harms 
public health. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 78 

Comment: And I began my career in health care in - as a medical student in West Philadelphia, 
at the University of Pennsylvania, and I chose the area of pediatrics. And while I was in medical 
school, I watched children cycle in and out of the ER, emergency room, for asthma, essentially. 
And not only did they cycle in and out of the emergency room, some of them wound up in the 
intensive care unit. 

And what you probably know, but I will explain, is that West Philadelphia sits right next to an oil 
refinery, so the air is filled with pollutants; among them, methane. And we all know that there 
are several triggers for asthma, but air pollution is one of them. And meta-analyses reveal the 
correlation between increased concentration of air pollutants and emergency room visits. And so 
I urge you to adopt tougher methane pollution standards. 

And I plan to submit a written comment with data so that -- if you're not convinced of my 
anecdotal information. But the incidence and prevalence of asthma in communities where there 
is a lot of air pollution is -- it's off-- off-- you know, I mean, it's -- it's considerably greater than 
in communities where you don't have these air pollutants. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 80 

Comment: I am in favor of tighter oil and natural gas regulations, and my information and 
concern comes from peer-review research that's been done while working at the University of 
Colorado. The research from these scientists has demonstrated that in the Denver-Julesburg 
Basin of Colorado, an area with 25,000 oil and natural gas wells just north of here, emissions of 
volatile organic compounds from the leakage and venting of oil and natural gas activities totals 8 
to 19 times the emissions of all 5 million cars registered in Colorado. That's right, one oil and 
natural gas basin totals 8 to 19 times the total volatile organic emissions of all 5 million cars 
currently registered in Colorado. 

In the past several years, scientists from multiple institutions, including the University of 
Colorado and NOAA, have collaborated on half a dozen peer reviewed articles detailing the 
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emissions of the oil and natural gas development in Utah and Colorado. Their findings show that 
a person living in downtown Denver, a city of one million people with industrial production and 
hundreds of thousands of running cars, will be exposed to less ozone, methane, and known 
carcinogens such as benzene on a day-to-day basis compared to someone living in rural Weld 
County, where there is heavy oil and natural gas development. 

So the largest cause of poor air quality is currently the emission of total volatile organic 
compounds, which leads to increased ozone production in the atmosphere. Published literature 
across the United States has also shown that 5 to 6,000 premature deaths are due to elevated 
ozone levels each year, and upwards of $500 million of crop damage are a result of these 
elevated ozone levels. Published research has also shown that 65 percent of high ozone days in 
Boulder are attributed to air transport from the Denver-Julesburg Basin, an area with heavy oil 
and gas development. That's two-thirds ofhigh ozone days in Boulder are attributed to air 
transport from the Denver-Julesburg Basin. 

Similarly, this research has shown that in 2013 the Uintah Basin in Utah, which has just a 
population of 30,000 people and is very similar to the Denver-Julesburg Basin of Colorado, has 
more exceedances of the EPA current ozone standards than the city ofLos Angeles, which has 
10 million residents. And Denver-Julesburg Basin is just like this. 

Colorado claims to have some of the strictest oil and natural gas regulations in the country, going 
above and beyond the current standards. But just in Denver-Julesburg Basin, again, oil and 
natural gas operations are still responsible for 8 to 19 times more than the total emissions of all 5 
million registered vehicles in the state of Colorado. 

So even though these new regulations will have an economic cost, similar costs have already 
been taken up by the American consumer in previous years. When the Clean Air Act was 
updated in 1990, the estimated cost per car to meet the new regulations was close to a thousand 
dollars. And American carmakers have been paid since 1990. 

So each year consumers are spending millions of dollars to maintain these emission standards, 
which seems rather unfair when the oil and natural gas industry, in just one basin, is producing 
grossly more emissions, especially from methane and total volatile organic compounds. So these 
new regulations would force oil and natural gas to play their part in protecting the environment 
and lowering emissions. 

The new regulations proposed for eliminating methane and total volatile organic compound 
emissions are crucial towards lowering ozone because they are released in much larger amounts 
than any compounds that are currently regulated. 

My hope is that passing the new standards can bring about better air quality across the country. 
Businesses may not appreciate stricter regulations, but in my opinion, they are necessary to help 
improve the health and the quality for everyone. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 82 

Comment: I noticed that you are conducting hearings in Pennsylvania and in Texas as well. 
Colorado, Pennsylvania, and Texas, three states that have been harmed by the oil and gas 
industry; three states where industry has been permitted to do what they like, virtually with no 
regulations; three states where the regulatory agencies are also the proponents of gas and oil; 
three states that couldn't be more different in geography and culture, except for one thing: The 
presence of large reserves of methane gas and companies who are eager to exploit that geology 
by digging out and burning fossil fuels for their own profit, even next to schools, hospitals, and 
homes. 

Federal governments and even our President sometimes called methane gas clean energy. It is 
not. I'm sure that you all saw the photo of a little Syrian boy lying dead on the edge of the ocean 
after trying to escape an intolerable situation with his family. Thousands of people are trying to 
escape a country that has been devastated by a civil war. And why did that civil war start? It 
started after a four-year drought, where the government could not and did not help the citizens. It 
was a farmers' revolt in a place where people are starving. 

Climate change is contributing to drought, fires, flooding, hurricanes, Arctic ice melting, 
acidification of the oceans, and other events that cause social and civil unrest. People become 
refugees when their very survival is at stake. 

If the U.S. does not quickly and seriously reduce greenhouse gases, the consequences will be 
catastrophic for everybody on the planet. We are liable and we could do more, but some are 
profiting from an industry that is doing terrible damage. Many people and companies are making 
choices to slow down climate change, and sustainable energy choices must be the place where 
we go. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 91 
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Comment: As you know, methane is both an ozone precursor with serious public health 
implications and a very potent greenhouse gas, with approximately 87 times more warming 
potential than carbon dioxide over a 20-year span. Methane, obviously, also has a much shorter 
lifetime in the atmosphere, making short-term methane mitigation a crucial step toward any 
progress on climate stabilization. 

The Administration has made clear it's aware of the importance of limiting methane emissions, 
both in international obligations and to mitigate catastrophic warming, as has been noted in the 
President's methane strategy. 

The oil and gas sector is the largest single sector contributing to methane emissions. At 2013 the 
most recently available data show approximately 183 million metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalent versus approximately 165 million methane tons for enteric fermentation from 
agriculture or from livestock. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 99 

Comment: In any case, it made the repeated mentions of asthma that I've heard about 
throughout today very interesting. 

I'd like to talk a little bit about what I see is one of the larger issues here, which is that while the 
amount of methane seems inexhaustible and the oil and gas industry seems to treat it as 
inexhaustible, it isn't. It will nm out. It may run out in a hundred years, as the industry claims. It 
may run out in ten or so years, which seems likely, given the energy demands of this country, 
never mind India, China, and the rest of the world. But it will run out. 

In fact, but for George Mitchell's innovations in fracking, which, you've probably heard, that's 
been around since the late '40s, George Mitchell's energy innovations back in the late '90s, we 
wouldn't have this bonanza to deal with. We'd have a rude awakening, to say the least. Who 
knows how long it'll last. So we have to act responsible from this gift given to us. 

And the only thing I would add is it seems like -- it seems like a good transition fuel, although if 
you -- and as long as the obvious challenges, like from the VOCs and to this thing called, I want 
to say, BTEX are kept in mind, and, I mean, then the transition to cleaner fuels --air, 
hydropower, and solar- will be that much easier. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 120 

Comment: Methane emissions from oil and gas development are a significant problem for 
health, the climate, and, when it comes to federal public lands, taxpayer revenues. Currently 
more than 30 --36 million acres of federal public lands and minerals are under a lease by the oil 
and gas industry, and a total of 6 million acres are in production. That production comes from 
more than 94,000 wells. And another 9 -- 5900 drilling permits have been approved and have not 
yet been drilled. The venting, flaring, and fugitive leaks of methane associated with this potential 
development have resulted in significant and costly waste of natural gas, impairment of public 
health, and increased greenhouse gas emissions. A recent report by ICF found that across federal 
and tribal lands, oil and gas companies are losing enough natural gas each year through leaks, 
unintentional venting and flaring to equal nearly $330 million at current market prices. That's 
enough natural gas to meet the heating and cooking needs of 1.6 million homes. And over a 
million tons of methane emitted from oil and gas operations on federal and tribal lands in 2013. 
EPA has calculated that this much methane is equal to the greenhouse gas pollution from 5.6 
million cars. 

All told, between 2008 and 2013, venting and flaring of methane from our nation's public lands 
and water increased by 51 percent. And without new rules to address the problem, it will 
continue to increase. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I went camping this weekend. I went to Granby, beautiful place. I don't know if all of 
you are from Colorado or not. But I went camping, woke up in the morning and it was freezing 
cold, and walked outside my tent and saw the beautiful aspen trees. The leaves had just turned 
this beautiful vibrant gold. And right behind these beautiful trees and right behind these beautiful 
leaves was pine beetle kill, all over the place, the same pine beetle kill that I see when I drive to 
theN avajo Reservation once or twice a month, going over Wolf Creek Pass, as a result of 
climate change because of the warming of our environment because of gases like methane. 
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And it made me sad because my family's been here a long time, both Spanish and indigenous 
sides. I can trace my roots back to the late 1500s, early 1600s on the Spanish side; about 25,000 
years, the indigenous side. And I've always taken great pains to be a good caretaker of this state 
and fight for the environment, because fighting for the environment means that I'm fighting for 
my constituents, I'm fighting for the population, I'm fighting for my children. 
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Comment: First, I -- my hope had been that I could show you some slides of FLIR camera work 
we did this spring with Earthworks. Couldn't do that, but you can find them on the Internet: May 
2015 Front Range FLIR. Now, keep in mind, they show you two views. They show you the view 
you see without the flare camera, without the infrared, and what you see afterwards. 
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Comment: Hello, good morning. My name is Rudy Gonzales, I'm the executive director for 
Servicio de la Raza, Services for the People, which is a now 43-year-old human service nonprofit 
serving metro Denver and, some areas of our work, across Colorado. And I'm here today as a 
member of the Latino population, and I prefer to be called Chicano. And, you know, I was a 
native ofDenver, an extreme native of Colorado, born here in Colorado. 

And I want to talk about, a little bit about, the issues that methane gas has caused in our 
community and with our children, our youth. You know, I-- I have-- I have 15 nieces and 
nephews, and that includes great-nieces and nephews. Ten of those nieces and nephews suffer 
from asthma. I remember, I have six sisters and a brother, and we were part of the great "baby 
boomer" generation, and none of us have asthma. I have developed allergies in my late 40s; I'm 
now 57 years old. But born, we -- none of us had asthma. I had one cousin, out of about 200, that 
had asthma. And now it seems that, more and more, and very indicative of my nieces and 
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nephews, 10 out of 15. That's 20 percent right there, in that little sample group, that have serious 
problems with asthma. And so it really is affecting the health of the Latino population in this 
country, these kind of issues. And we think about where we work, most of us work in outside 
industries. That is even more alarming, the fact that, you know, we're seeing over 7 million tons 
of methane, which is 80 percent more dangerous, emitted into our atmosphere. And in the next, 
what, decade, that should increase by 25 percent? That's untenable. That's unacceptable, 
especially in this country, especially with our population. Because we're --you know, we 
constitute most of the poverty in this country, along with the African American population. And 
when you look at poverty, we don't have the support systems, we don't have the high-level health 
insurance and health care. In fact, we oftentimes cannot even access health care. And so where 
does that leave us? To suffer in silence, to suffer, and with degenerative health conditions. That's 
unacceptable in our community. So I urge the EPA to continue to do that work to ensure that this 
country and this --and our air is healthy for our generations to come and for ourselves. You 
know, we talk about oil and gas and, as every industry in this country and this country, obviously 
capitalism is profit driven, unfortunately. And it's about profit, and it's always a cost compliance: 
If we have to do this, it's going to cost us more. Well, so what? Our people, each of you, each of 
us, is just as important as any dollar. 

So I would-- I would, you know, thank the EPA for enforcing and continue to monitor and 
increase, you know, regulations on this industry and help us to decrease the emissions of 
methane in our environment, in our air. Thank you. 
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Comment: New Mexico oil and gas produced over 250,000 metric tons of methane in 2013, 
triggering inescapable damage to our health and our climate in New Mexico. One in four of New 
Mexico high school students have asthma, which is much higher than the national rate. And in 
2013 two counties had a combined 16 days that exceeded the national ozone standards, further 
exacerbating these kids' diseases. Our state has also experienced record-breaking wildfires and 
droughts in recent years as a result of our warming planet. 

As a toxic pollutant and one of the most potent greenhouse gases, as we all know, there's no 
excuse not to act aggressively to cut methane emissions if we want to avoid the most devastating 
impacts of climate change. 

Occasionally, when I start to lose sight of what climate change actually means and the realities 
that we're up against, I go back to this vivid description that Arthur-- author Mark Lynas wrote 
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about what our world would actually look like at 4 degrees Celsius of warming, a number that, 
climate scientists agree, that we're already swiftly approaching. "He pored over tens of thousands 
of scientific papers that used advanced computer modeling ... [and] studies of geologic 
records," and paints the following ominous picture: Once upon a time by midcentury Earth is 
becoming unrecognizable. With seas 3 to 4 feet higher and rising faster, parts oflow-lying 
coastal cities worldwide are periodically underwater, including Boston, New York, and the 
islands formerly known as the United Kingdom. 

The major project in the U.S. is moving 150 million coastal city dwellers inland, but interior 
cities are balking at the unbearable strain of millions of more climate refugees. Savage 
temperatures dominate, hotter than anything in our species' evolutionary history. Food 
production is crashing worldwide and water shortages are chronic. The 60 percent of the world's 
population whose crops depended on the failing -- failing Asian summer monsoon are starving 
and thirsting. 

Climate chaos has put nuclear-armed India, Pakistan, and China on a hair trigger. The world is 
truly unraveling. Mega droughts. New category 6 hurricanes called "hypercanes." Mass 
starvation. Cascading economic crises. Failed states. Entire populations fleeing the tropics 
toward northern climates. Stretched beyond adaptation, it's a civilization in fast-forward collapse, 
[he writes]. But really the deal was sealed when the climate crossed the bright line of 2 degrees 
Celsius and self-reinforcing positive feedback loops triggered runaway change. By the time 3 
degrees inexorably triggered 4, then 5, then 6, Earth resembles the "Mother of All Disasters" that 
occurred 250 million years ago when 95 percent of all terrestrial and marine species went extinct. 
Adaptation takes time; but with climate change, speed kills. 

Now, this is not an exaggeration and this is not the future. We already see it happening. And you 
hold one of the keys to preventing this crisis. You have the moral imperative to lessen the 
damage caused by a too powerful oil and gas industry in this country, and these rules don't go 
nearly far enough to mitigate emissions and slow warming. 
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Comment: The most vulnerable people in our society are oftentimes the most impacted by 
environmental injustices; our elderly, our children, our low-income communities and 
communities of color. Latinos specifically are disproportionately affected by poor air quality, 
suffering higher rates of chronic ailments like asthma. Latinos are three times more likely to die 
from asthma than any other ethnic group in the U.S. 68 percent of Latinos in Colorado live in 
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counties that violate federal smog standards, and 39 percent of Latinos live within 30 miles of a 
power plant. 

Methane is the most significant driver of climate change in the near term, with an impact on 
climate change over 80 times as potent as carbon dioxide in a 20-year period. Oil and gas 
companies emit 7 million tons of methane from their operations each year, the equivalent of 160 
coal-fired power plants. These emissions are expected to increase 25 percent in the next decade if 
nothing is done. Unfortunately, in the U.S. and here in Colorado, Latino communities are among 
the first and worst impacted by climate change and unhealthy air quality that is worsened by 
methane pollution. Many Latinos live in the country's most air-polluted cities and as methane 
pollution and climate change make our air quality worse, our families' health gets worse. Already 
14 percent of Latino children have received an asthma diagnosis, and they are 40 percent more 
likely to die from their condition than are non-Latino white children. 

Also problematic, most of the global warming we see in our lifetimes is driven by methane 
pollution, and Latino communities face greater threats from climate change because of where we 
work. For example, climate-exacerbated extreme heat increases the risk of Latinos, who make up 
one in four workers in the outdoor industries of construction and agriculture. Our communities 
also face serious challenges to resilience, the ability to bounce back after a climate-related 
disaster like the unusually strong wildfires and floods we have seen across the Western U.S. in 
recent years, because one in four Latinos live under the poverty line. 

That's why addressing methane pollution is so important. And solutions for cutting methane 
emissions are not only readily available, they are also highly cost effective and will help save a 
valuable American energy source. This is a win-win situation for Latinos and for all Americans, 
protecting our health, saving energy, and helping address climate change. The Administration 
pledged to cut methane emissions from the oil and gas sector 40 to 45 percent over the next ten 
years. So while EPA's proposal is a critical first step towards meeting this national goal, it must 
include the best practices we know to help achieve the needed reductions. 
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Comment: I'm Anne, Anne Harper. And I'm here today -- I am not being paid to come here, and 
I think that's significant, because I have been a resident of Colorado for 50 years, more than 50 
years. And I just want to thank you for coming here. And it's a small sign that there's still some 
democracy left in America that the public is allowed to speak. 

15-343 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00343 



And I would like to just say, for some perspective, that anybody who comes and sits in these 
seats that is being paid, I think that's not what the point of this is. I think the point of this is to 
listen to people who understand the threat of methane in our environment, in Colorado, in 
America, and in the world, and that we citizens of Colorado care. And I have noticed a 
humongous difference in the air quality in this state since I was a little child. And I know that the 
thing that compelled me to come here today is because my home, which is on the border of 
Boulder and Weld County-- I'm in the half-- a half-mile into the Weld County side, which is a 
free-for-all for the oil and gas industry. 

Even with the COGCC rules in place, in 2006 the EPA, unfortunately, allowed the oil and gas 
hydrofracturing to be exempt, basically exempt, from the water quality and air quality standards. 
And what is happening to us is, we had a little bit of fracking around our house, with small units. 
And during the inversions, we have a huge issue of white air around our home and all the valley 
in Weld County. I see it. It's a place that barely has anything else going on in it, and it is polluted. 
And the air during inversions, absolutely toxic. Sometimes it's so bad, I can't believe it. 

And last November I found out that two 12-well sites are being planned within 1500 feet of our 
house, and I have been in a battle with the COGCC since then. I am not being protected by the 
COGCC. They are completely embedded with the industry, the oil and gas industry, who, I'm 
sure, you'll hear from many times today, because they have just one goal, and that is to make 
money. They do not care about us, the people of Colorado, the people of the United States. They 
do not care. 

I have seen it numerous times. I go to all the COGCC hearings. I went to a neighborhood 
meeting. I am educated about the subject, and I have not -- I am dismayed. I am absolutely 
dismayed at the way the COGCC has treated us as a community. We're a small agricultural 
community, and we do not want 24 new wells with the humongous facility sites. The EPA 
standards are not strict enough, no matter what. No way. There should be two-- these are major 
petrochemical plants near our home. There is no way. And there are numerous citizens all over 
the state of Colorado who are very, very concerned about this issue. I am one. There are 200 
people outside right now, fighting for -- for the rights for the citizens and communities to not 
have methane in their house. So much methane comes out when you're first fracking those wells, 
and it's all going to be in our house. We won't be able to open our doors for 14 months. And the 
fracking is 14 -- I mean, there's so many issues, and the industry likes to call them nuisances, and 
that's-- that's just plain insane. It's more than a nuisance. It's a lifestyle change. 

Not only that, the 117,000 truck trips that would be involved near our home, 50,000 of them 
would be made 25 feet from our house. We bought a house in the country; bucolic, beautiful 
place. They are unwelcome. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: Hi, my name's Eric Huber. I'm the senior managing attorney for the Sierra Club in 
Boulder Colorado, and I also live in Boulder, near Weld County, which you just heard about 
from the previous speaker and have probably heard about a lot this morning, because it's a real 
case study in what's happening here and why EPA's action is important to us. It exemplifies 
what's happening up and down the Front Range. 

And I realize this is a national rule and this is a multistate hearing, but Weld County is sort of the 
poster child, if you will, for the fracking boom and what's happening. There are 18,000 wells or 
more in Weld County, which includes -- Weld County's a rural area just northeast of here, but 
has some small cities like Greeley, Windsor, and Erie, and the state setbacks are 500 feet from 
residential areas. 

And that is a lot of the -- the conflict that's coming, and between the state and the industry, and 
that's why it's so important to everyone that the federal government come in and put controls on 
the-- on this industry and enforce them. Industry likes to say, Well, let us self- police. The state 
says, We have the strongest methane rules in the country, we'll take care of it. Well, Longmont, 
Colorado, which is a small town that sits on the border of Weld County and Boulder County, 
tried to put in rules to increase the setbacks just a little bit, and they were sued by the State and 
by the industry both. 

And so that's what we're up against, is the State and the industry acting in concert against the 
local governments and against the citizens trying to protect themselves from this pollution. Now, 
I know that this is a very technical rule on methane emissions. But according to EPA's website, 
controlling the methane emissions also controls the VOC emissions and the toxics and, hence, all 
of the impacts that people are experiencing from that, you know, the -

So what does all this have to do with EPA's methane rule? So the methane rule sets limits on 
both methane and VOCs. Capturing methane emissions also captures these VOC emissions and 
the toxics that the people are objecting to. And there's also a direct link between methane and 
ozone and health impacts, and methane is a precursor to ozone. And there was a study in 2013 by 
the University of Colorado that the ozone levels in Erie and Weld County, and the VOC levels, 
the unhealthy ground levels of ozone in Erie, was all due to oil and gas operations. So regulating 
the methane is going to address the everyday problems these people are facing. 
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Comment: Methane is a powerful greenhouse gas which contributes to global warming, smog, 
and asthma, which children are particularly vulnerable to. It also contains carcinogens like 
benzenes and formaldehyde, which can lead to cancer. 

The oil and gas industry has an extremely heavy presence in Colorado, with over 40,000 fracking 
wells. It is the largest industrial contributor of methane pollution. In addition to harming our 
children's health and fueling extreme climate pollution and extreme climate events, methane 
pollution annually wastes billions of dollars of natural gas; however, this waste and this pollution 
can be prevented. 

Colorado was recently the first state to enact guidelines that would require methane to be 
captured at the 95 percent level. These guidelines were supported by the majority of the oil and 
gas industry because they are achievable. However, what we have learned in the last couple 
years is that industry self-regulation doesn't work, and these guidelines need to be enforced and 
they need to be stronger. The EPA's proposed rule to cut methane pollution, it makes good 
common sense for our children and it must also be applied to existing wells. 

Reducing methane pollution is important to moms because childhood asthma and cancer are 
serious issues. People in the Denver area have seen the freeway signs frequently warning us of 
high ozone levels, but not everybody here understands what they mean. They mean that people 
who have asthma are at high risk of asthma attacks and that children, whose lungs are developing 
and growing, they are at risk for developing asthma and therefore they should remain inside. 

Again, methane released from the oil and gas industry can be prevented, and we know this. 
Colorado already took the first steps to make that happen. The rules need to be enforced through 
other than industry self-regulation, and federal action is needed to apply to both existing and 
future wells. 
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Comment: I'm senior energy policy manager for Environmental Defense Fund. On behalf of our 
one million members nationwide, we would thank you for the opportunity to testify today on this 
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important issue. You'll hear today from many voices, representing many different sides of this 
issue. There are a few key facts that I wanted to share at the outset that are beyond debate. 

Number one, methane is a very potent climate pollutant. And, in fact, over the first 20 years after 
it is emitted, pound for pound, methane has more than 80 times the carbon impact of carbon 
dioxide. If you want, as I do, to address the issue of climate change in our and our children's 
lifetimes, cutting methane pollution is critical. 

Number two, the oil and natural gas sector is the largest industrial source of methane in the 
United States. EPA estimates oil- and gas-related methane emissions exceed 7 million metric 
tons per year, equivalent to a 20-year climate warming effect of 160 coal-fired power plants. 
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Comment: Kathleen Sgamma with Western Energy Alliance. We represent oil and natural gas 
producers in the West, in Colorado and across the West. We are the independents, the small 
producers with an average of 15 employees. 

I'm going to start, really, by putting some things in perspective, because I'm going to deviate 
from my prepared comments. What we just heard from EDF is what we've been hearing from 
EDF for quite some time. It is trying to exaggerate the issue, and so I would just like to address a 
few things, to put things in perspective. And I know you know this. I mean, I'm going to be 
quoting from your own inventories. 

But, you know, first of all, the industry, the oil and natural gas industry, is not the largest 
industrial source of methane in the United States. According to EPA's inventory, it is agriculture, 
which, of course, bears the question of: Why is the oil and natural gas industry being singled out, 
as compared to other industries, when we're the only industry that significantly captures, and 
puts to beneficial use, methane? 

So I think another thing that EDF is doing to exaggerate the problem is talking about how 
methane is more potent than C02, for example. Well, that is true, but it persists in the 
atmosphere, of course, decades less than C02, perhaps even a hundred years less. So taking that 
all into account, which is what EPA's inventory does by converting everything into carbon 
dioxide equivalents, of course, is that -- and again, I know you know this, but we're 
continually hearing this from EDF -- when you put those in carbon dioxide equivalents, which 
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takes into account the potency of methane compared to C02 and other greenhouse gases, 
methane accounts for 9.5 percent of U.S. green- house gas emissions. 

When you look at what the contribution is of the oil and natural gas industry to overall 
greenhouse gas emissions, it's about 3.4 percent, so 10 times less than the largest source, which 
is, of course, electricity generation. 

And that begs another point, which is that when we use more natural gas for electricity 
generation, we achieve extremely high rates of carbon diox- -- or carbon -- excuse me, climate 
change benefit. So by using more natural gas for electricity generation, of course, we have 
delivered more climate change benefit than any other industry. Brookings Institute estimates that 
the natural gas industry is 2.6 times more effective at reducing greenhouse gas emissions than is 
wind and 4 times more effective than solar. 

So I think it helps to put the larger perspective on the issue. If we spend too much time making 
the production of oil and natural gas more difficult, more costly, with these rules, and I'm 
speaking to the -- the full complement of rules before EPA, then what we're doing is we're 
actually potentially jeopardizing a much larger climate change benefit that comes from the 
increased use of natural gas. So ifwe focus on these very costly regulations that EPA's own data 
show are not cost effective, buried in the rule, we-- you know, we are losing sight of that larger 
climate change benefit. 

When EDF talks about estimates being 50 percent higher than previously thought, what they're 
doing is looking at studies that are trying to get at measuring methane emissions effectively. 
They, EDF, University of Texas, and others, have done various studies, and they all range from 
about 1.1 percent leakage rates, which is EPA's current estimate, to about, at the high end, 1.6. 
So that 50 percent higher a range of studies that are showing very low leakage rates. 

And, in fact, EDF mentions that, as long as emissions are-- those leakage rates are below 3.2 
percent, which 1.1 to 1.6 is well below 3 .2, natural gas still delivers a huge climate change 
benefit. 

So I just wanted to put that EDF --those talking points into perspective. I see my time is up. 
Thank you very much. 
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Comment: Thank you very much, and thank you for the opportunity to comment on EPA's 
proposed mles governing methane emissions from oil and gas operations. My name is John 
Loewy. I live in Denver, Colorado, and formerly I served as chair of the Colorado Air Quality 
Control Commission. 

Listening to some of the comments, since I walked in, reminds me of many days I spent on the 
other side of the table, listening to similar comments. It's very interesting. It's kind of like a 
flashback. In my role as-- formerly, as chair of the Air Quality Control Commission during the 
2014 state mle- making, I helped enact strong mles that allowed Colorado to become the first 
state in the nation to tackle methane emissions in the oil and gas industry. These sensible mles 
are helping eliminate more than a hundred thousands tons of methane as well as more than 
90,000 tons of smog-forming pollution from our air annually. That's the same amount as 
produced on an annual basis by all the cars and tmcks in Colorado. 

This morning I would like to comment briefly on the importance of regulating methane 
emissions and Colorado's experience in doing so and to offer a couple suggestions for 
strengthening the mles proposed here. 

First, a couple points about methane, and you've already heard a bit of this. Methane packs 84 
times the warming power of carbon dioxide over a 20-year time frame. Cutting these emissions 
is among the fastest and most cost-effective ways to reduce-- excuse me-- human climate 
impact. Cutting methane emissions, based on our experience, is eminently feasible and highly 
cost effective. A study by ICF International concluded that the oil and gas industry could cut 
methane emissions 40 percent for about one penny per million cubic feet. 

Methane emissions from the oil and gas industry are a huge problem nationally and here in 
Colorado; more than 7 million tons every year, according to your figures, EPA's figures. And as 
you heard before, this has the equivalent climate impact of 160 coal-fired power plants. 

Cutting methane will have significant benefits to public health. The same techniques proven 
effective in cutting methane, also reduce the emissions of pollution that leads to ozone formation, 
which is a serious public health threat. Getting these mles in place in Colorado was not easy. It 
took leadership from our governor and a willingness to work together from leading industry 
members, environmental and public health advocates, along with the expertise and dedication of 
the staff at the Department of Public Health and Environment. It was also an unprecedented level 
of public involvement which was solicited and received. 

It's immensely gratifying that EPA has looked toward Colorado's mles as a model upon which to 
base this current proposal. As I've indicated, though, that mlemaking process was extensive, 
involved all the key players of industry and other groups as well, and is in 
the process of being fully implemented now, and, as I understand from my former colleagues, 
implemented smoothly. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My name is Wes Wilson. I worked for EPA, right here in this office, for 35 years as 
an environmental engineer. I'm now retired and representing Be the Change, a nonprofit 
organization dedicated to better government here in Colorado. 

I'm here today as a concerned citizen to testify that these rules are inadequate as a remedy and 
they're not in time to be effective. 

You're going to use your Clean Air Act authority to compel the industry to reduce methane and 
toxic air emissions, and that should have some benefits for climate stability and reducing ozone 
and health threats. But these rules would only reduce methane and VOCs, by EPA's own 
estimate, by about 25 percent. In other words, less than a fourth of the toxic gas that's emitted 
from oil and gas production, mostly from fracking oil wells, only 25 percent will be captured. Is 
25 percent enough to matter? 

To a large extent, EPA is mimicking what's the experiment here in Colorado under the Clean 
Air, Clean Jobs Act of2010, which cut coal-fired power plants, and the utilities choose to 
replace that with natural gas plants. 

That should, as the President and the industry allege, that conversion should, give a climate 
benefit, but that claim is conclusively false. Here in Colorado the ambient air analysis by CU and 
NOAA show more than 4 percent of the methane produced by the industry escapes. In Utah the 
same analysis shows 9 percent; shale gas methane in Marcellus would have a 12 percent leakage 
rate. At least 4 to 9 percent we're seeing in the West is very comparable to what Professors Tony 
Ingraffea and Robert Howarth of Cornell found in 2012 when they estimated the life cycle 
emission rates between 3.9 and 7.8 percent. In contrast the EPA's bottom-up approach only 
alleges a 2.4 percent leak rate. 

The critical question EPA has to answer: What amount of methane leakage would assure that 
substituting natural gas for coal aids climate stability and how do we achieve that? 

EPA's fact sheet shows now-dated information about methane's global warming potential being 
25 times that of C02 over a century, but the IPCC's last, or fifth, assessment updated that to 36 
times. But since methane has a short atmospheric life of 12 years, the IPCC specifically warned 
policymakers that there's no scientific basis for comparing global warming potential over a 
century. Over 20 years, methane is 86 times more heat-trapping than C02. But critically, 
methane has a global warming potential of 125 times in 10 years, considering feedback 
mechanisms. Fully a threatening 125 times more heat is --solar heat is retained by a pound of 
methane, compared to a pound of C02, in that critical decade after methane escapes. 
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The EPA should adopt a 125 global warming potential because that is, in fact, the amount of heat 
retained on the globe. Therefore, unless the future leak rate is less than 1 percent, then the claim 
that natural gas is better for the climate than coal is false. 

We just heard, from Kathleen Sgamma, that the EDF has published approximately 3.2 percent 
would still be natural gas better than coal. They lowered that to 2.7, 2.8. Well, even that number 
doesn't compare favorably with the 4 to 9 percent leakage rate we're getting in the West, as 
observed by NOAA. So if these rules go in, a 25 percent reduction would get us back to a 3 or 7 
percent leak rate, clearly higher than EDF's or this 1 percent number they're using for the 10-year 
global warming potential. 

Now, initial studies by EDF seem to be comparable, but EDF reported last month that 
uncontrolled oil completions to be hundreds of times more than EPA's inventory. Just last month, 
the inventor of EPA's approved methane measuring device reported that this field instrument 
may underestimate methane releases by a factor of 10 over 100. Perhaps that explains why EPA's 
ambient measurements show consistently higher leak rates than EPA's or EDF's bottom-up. 

Let me-- I want to get to VOC reduction and health benefits. In Colorado, epidemiological 
studies show a 30 percent increase in birth defects for residents within 10 miles of an oil or gas 
well. NOAA's ambient air studies show 55 percent ofVOC emissions along the Front Range 
originate from the oil and gas industry. 

Colorado's rules require a bit more; however, the Colorado regulations only capture about one
third of the methane and VOCs. The remaining two-thirds is not captured due to exemptions for 
existing and stripper wells and the key fact that even 95 percent effective flares still release both 
VOCs and methane. Neither the state's plan nor EPA would reduce the cumulative gas 
emissions, given this industry's expected growth. As the inventor of the Peter Principle 
recognized: Bureaucracies defend the status quo long past the time when the quo has lost its 
status. You're defending this fossil fuel industry with these rules. You can and must do better to 
achieve a climate stability goal and the public health protection. Allowing the industry to release 
these toxic gases is harmful to children today and children of the future. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: Hello and good morning. I am Cindy Liverance, the deputy director of the American 
Lung Association here in Colorado. And I want to thank you, first of all, for taking the time to 
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hold this hearing for public comments to limit pollution and improve air quality through action 
on methane and toxic air. 

I am not an expert on oil and gas drilling and all of the pollution it creates. But ozone pollution is 
a problem that the American Lung Association is deeply concerned about, and these rules to 
clean up methane and air toxics will help. Many of the same leaks and outdated practices that 
lead to methane pollution also pollute our air with the emissions that lead to the formation of 
harmful ozone. 

When methane is released into the air, VOCs are also emitted and include the carcinogen 
benzene, which is a primary component of ozone. Ozone can cause coughing, wheezing, 
shortness ofbreath, trigger asthma attacks, and is linked to premature death. Children, our 
seniors, and people with asthma, respiratory disease, and heart disease are the most vulnerable to 
this pollution. 

Methane is also a potent heat-trapping gas; it drives local climate change. Climate change is 
already taking a toll on the lung health of millions of Americans, from worsened air quality, 
extreme heat events, wildfires, and more. And once again, climate control affects the lung health 
of everyone but especially our young and our seniors. 

Methane pollution is not a problem that will go away on its own. These proposed new methane 
pollution standards are an important step in the right direction and will begin to address the 
public health implications of oil and gas air pollution while also bringing the United States closer 
to its commitment to reduce overall greenhouse gas emissions by 2025. 

The great state of Colorado has already taken steps to address pollution from oil and gas 
operations, but all communities across our nation need these pollution control measures. And 
that is why EPA regulations are important for all and existing oil and gas operations. 

In a poll conducted this past August by the American Lung Association, 60 percent -- 67 percent 
of the registered voters overwhelmingly supported the newly proposed standards to cut emissions 
of methane and other toxic chemicals from the oil and gas industry. 

Additionally, this was with voters across partisan lines, supporting these regulations. This 
includes 86 percent of Democrats, 72 percent Independents, and 47 percent Republicans. It's also 
important to note that: Voters with strong support across the nation, with at least 65 percent of 
the voters in every region in the country in favor of stricter methane standards; And voters 
strongly support -- sided with the side of regulation on methane pollution, as opposed to 
voluntary action by oil and gas companies. Statistics and polls are helpful to gauge support for an 
issue, but we need to also remember, we are talking about people and their health and the 
benefits of breathing healthy air. We urge the EPA to finalize a strong methane and air toxic 
standard for new sources and to promptly act to address the existing sources as well. The strong 
majority of Americans will support you. Anything less shortchanges our futures, our health, and 
our children. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I'm America Sherwood. Good morning. Pope Francis has declared climate action a 
moral obligation; he considers it our moral duty to safeguard future generations, especially the 
world's most vulnerable people and creatures, from the great dangers of climate change. 

I agree and I am here on behalf of the vulnerable. I'm not a paid lobbyist but an informed 
ordinary citizen, not a special interest group. The Lung Association's State of the Air report 
grades the following Colorado counties an "F": Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Douglas, El Paso, 
Jefferson, Larimer Rio Blanco, and Weld County. A "D" was given to Denver, Garfield, and La 
Plata counties. 

This report also contains the population by counties as well as those people under 18 and over 
65, which includes me, who have as asthma, COPD, CV disease, diabetes, and the poverty 
estimates lists per county. The numbers are nowhere close to zero, but in the thousands and ten 
thousands. These are all related-- lung-related illnesses that point to the gases we are all 
breathing now and have been breathing. The deaths were not reported. But there is a report that 
there is 2.1 million deaths worldwide in the lOP, I-0-P, studies. 

I know that other states have decided to regulate methane as well. Our air in Colorado contains 
methane as recorded and observed by NOAA in their air quality studies. We are sharing methane 
with the rest of this planet and our immediate neighboring states. 

NOAA measured the methane in our air from oil and gas. It found that 20 tons of methane per 
hour were exhausted into Colorado's and this planet's atmosphere. Benzene and other volatile 
gases are spewed into the atmosphere at much higher levels than government estimates. These 
gases affect our nation's crops, drinking water, along with sea life, plant and animal life, as well 
as our health. 

Leaks occur when fracking or chemical wastes are attempted to be stored from sediments 
(inaudible). Poor regulation, inattention, lack of law enforcement contribute to delinquencies and 
continual violations. This lawlessness has created a monumental cleanup project that will take 
generations to recover from. 

If this generation does nothing, we are causing our own extinction. No one will be spending 
money on anything except doctor bills and funeral costs. The sick, the dying, and the dead 
cannot invest in any future. 
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As decision-makers we, as a nation and inhabitants of this precious planet, have to do what is 
good and right for mankind. Our legacy and credibility are in peril if we do nothing to change the 
wrong direction we have taken until now. 

As a 30-year-old retired teacher-- 30-year retired teacher from having taught a yearly lecture on 
ecology to my class, I owe it to my students, as well, to testify here today. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: Between the summer's massive fires, some still consuming Western forests and 
communities, and severe drought there and every -- elsewhere, the climate crisis is screaming for 
attention. It is clearer and clearer, by the day, that we must shift our economy away from fossil 
fuels altogether, as quickly as possible. And in the meantime, aggressive action is imperative to 
limit emissions from all greenhouse gas emission sources. 

Oil production and the processing, production, transmission, and distribution of natural gas 
accounts for nearly 30 percent of U.S. methane emissions. It is past time for the oil and gas 
industry to enjoy this unlicensed -- to enjoy this unlimited license to pollute. 

Federal regulation of oil and gas emissions is imperative. The states have resisted putting 
effective limits on the industry's fugitive emissions, the threats to their citizens' health 
notwithstanding. And everyone, everywhere deserves to breathe air that is free of toxics and safe 
to breathe. 

Colorado is the exception that proves the mle, responding to high smog pollution levels and 
threats to public health from its burgeoning oil and gas industry and last year becoming the first 
state to directly regulate methane pollution from oil and gas operations, including existing ones. 

I know a lot of people here live under the methane cloud. I'm from Pennsylvania. Communities 
in the Marcellus Shale region are suffering the effects of unchecked methane pollution from 
drilling operations and compressor stations. Many residents near well pads and compressor 
stations have been sickened; many have had their homes rendered unsafe and unfit to live. 

The recent peer-reviewed studies in-- two recent peer-reviewed studies in Pennsylvania have 
linked the health impacts to concentrations of fracking operations; one related to frequency of 
cardiological hospitalizations, and the other to incidence oflow- birth-weight babies. 
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So far the political will has been utterly lacking to address this, but we're working on that. 
Federal methane standards will begin to shift the cost of methane pollution from the health of 
children and communities to the oil and gas industry that largely refuses to employ effective leak 
detections. 

Only about 2 percent of Pennsylvania operators of existing sources participate in EPA's 
voluntary Natural Gas STAR Program. The natural gas industry in Pennsylvania alone wastes 
enough methane to heat over half the households in Pittsburgh for a year and emits the 
equivalent of700,000 cars. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: Fracking is seen as a way of unearthing natural gas. Natural gas does bum cleaner 
than many other fossil fuel types of sources. The problem is that extracting natural gas is a very 
dirty process, even though burning it is a relatively clean way of unleashing energy. Let's 
understand that we as humans do not create energy, we just unleash it and provide it in a 
different form. 

Many people have said that we should leave our fossil fuels in the ground because then we will 
not be unleashing any new methane or greenhouse gases; rather, we will leave it there in a 
sequestered state that does not affect our atmosphere and ecology. With all the new alternative 
and clean energy forms, this sounds like a very good idea. 

It is now as cheap or cheaper to use solar and wind energy than -- than fossil fuels. The 
expensive part of the renewable solution is not the production of them but rather the retrofitting 
them into our old fossil fuel infrastructure. This is where we need to start making some 
decisions. Are we going to continue to use dirty fossil fuels just because our-- our infrastructure 
was set up for them decades ago? Or are we going to start making clean energy a priority and set 
up infrastructure to allow this? 

Though I have not seen any real studies on the matter, it is my impression that all of these 
wildfires are part of the C02 and methane problem. Even though I listen to advertisements 
talking about how we have safely fracked for over 60 years, there is no mention of the 
cumulative effect of fracking more and more and more. Just because something does not cause 
harm in small doses, does not mean that it can't cause extreme harm in extreme and continued 
doses. And that is where we are at with fracking and fossil fuel extraction. 
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I have heard that the escaped natural gas emissions from wells are about 10 percent. How in the 
world can we expect not to have truly volatile -- volatile experiences when that is the allowable 
amount? Supposedly Colorado has some of the strictest laws in the nation with regard to 
fracking. Well, that is all pretty much relative when all the laws are really lax, in the first place. 
And Colorado has a very low severance tax, much lower than Wyoming and other states. This 
means there is a lot more extraction going on in Colorado because oil and gas companies only 
pay a fraction in taxes to the state, as compared to the amount received in other states. Again, 
when 10 percent emissions from the wells going into the surrounding atmosphere is considered 
strict, I just have to wonder what the heck you are so proud about in your advertising. 

And those are volatile gases. I think the oil and gas companies should have to start paying out 
when hundreds of homes start burning up in wildfires, because I believe these wildfires are 
directly related to natural gas emissions and other fossil fuel extractions, especially right at the 
well source. This wasn't happening years ago, and now reports of wildfires are on the news daily. 

And I'm going to take an aside. I have some time. I don't want to just pick on the oil and gas 
industries when it comes to climate change and green- house gas production. As a vegetarian 
who cares about animals first and a sustainable planet second, we must stop eating meat and 
slaughtering animals to the degree we have gotten used to. Raising animals for food uses 30 
percent of the world's land mass. In our own country, the U.S., we have cleared more than 270 
million acres of forest to make room for grain- and pasture-fed animals such as cattle, pigs, sheep 
--sheep and chickens. We like to complain about the rainforest that's cut down in Brazil, but the 
USA has been tearing down trees for generations before it ever happened elsewhere, and to a 
huge degree. 

We need to understand that carbon emissions are a problem because we do not have enough trees 
and other plants to absorb these excess greenhouse gases. If there were more trees that could use 
carbon dioxide and release oxygen, then we would not have a problem. But we continue to cut 
down trees and convert forests to pasture and man-made deserts. We do it in Denver, we do it as 
a nation, and we do this as a worldwide practice. We cannot keep lording over nature and think 
that trees are there to chop down and animals are there for us to butcher and the Earth is there for 
us to destruct. 

The meat and dairy and egg industries produce 65 percent of the worldwide nitrous oxide 
emissions. Nitrous oxide is 300 percent more powerful at trapping heat in the Earth's atmosphere 
than carbon dioxide. This means that diets of meat eaters create seven times the greenhouse 
emissions as the diets of vegans. 

Turkeys, chickens, pigs, and cows collect -- and cows collectively are the largest producer of 
methane in the U.S. Methane is 20 times more powerful at trapping heat in the Earth's 
atmosphere than carbon dioxide. And this was a figure that we're relating to what is said and, in 
fact, is probably 86 six times more. 

If one person exchanged eating meat for a vegan diet, they would reduce carbon dioxide 
emissions by 1.5 tons per year. That means that if every American dropped one serving of 
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chicken from their diet, it would save the same amount of C02 as taking 500,000 cars off the 
roads. 

Also, taking meat off the diet reduces water consumption. Nearly half the water in the U.S. goes 
to raising animals for food. It takes more than 2400 gallons --Okay. That's my spiel. But it's 
more than the oil and gas industry, and so we need to be more involved. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My name is Bryce Carter, and my profession, I'm actually an organizer for the Sierra 
Club. And I've been doing community organizing for nearly a decade now. And I've been blessed 
to be able to travel a lot, and I got to live in North Dakota for four months. And I met a lot of 
people that have been directly impacted by emissions from fracking and seeing the impacts of 
methane emissions from climate change all across the country, but especially seeing --or hearing 
the stories of those that have been impacted. 

When I was in North Dakota, I urged a lot of people that were scared to speak up about being -
having had health impacts with their children and their families, because of the culture out there. 
I talked to people who have lost livestock that were grazing near fracked wells. And if you look 
at satellite images, you see this green glow that is in North Dakota. And I-- it terrifies me to 
think about how many rogue emissions have gone into the atmosphere over the last decade 
especially, but many decades, that helped fuel climate change. 

Here in Colorado we're no stranger to seeing what climate change brings. We've been in the front 
lines of fires, where, here in downtown Denver, I remember on certain days a few years ago, it 
was raining ash; where I've seen an Apocalyptic plume coming from Colorado Springs, when the 
fires were burning there, burning down homes there. 

And I also, four years ago, testified when we -- you all held a hearing on natural gas then, and I 
got to meet some people that are on the front lines of a lot of these neighborhoods where these 
fracked wells are just a few meters away from property lines. And, similarly, the same stories 
with their health impacts, of having these fumes go right into their homes and getting sick from 
it. 

And, in fact, this one family who had to use inhalers, I remember being told that they were so 
sick, they were starting to have nerve damage from it. And their whole bodies, everybody was 
sick all the time. And the doctors say that that's from long-term exposure. 
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So looking at the flooding that's happened, that's been two years ago, we, Sierra Club and other 
organizations, went out to homes in these impacted communities, flooded-out basements, 
destroyed lives. And oftentimes we kind of forget those that don't have the same resources as 
others. There's a little community that were in trailer homes, that was washed away. And I've 
heard from a lot of emergency personnel from different cities that a lot of those folks were lower 
income and no one knows where they went after their homes were destroyed. 

So when you talk about reining in methane emissions, I think, first and foremost to me, that 
comes to mind, is the fact that stray fuels are contributing to climate change, especially when you 
look at the equivalent in, up to 2013, 160 coal-fired power plants worth of emissions for 
greenhouse gases. I think that's unacceptable in this time when we have solutions to this. 

Colorado certainly has been a leader. And certainly, when we look at the rule, it's great that we 
see it implemented and we see this leadership from the EPA. And as other speakers have talked 
about, it's extremely important that we take it to the next step, talking about making sure we 
regulate existing wells for those that are currently being impacted and are downwind of these 
wellheads that are emitting methane and other toxins. And certainly, by the end of the day, we 
would all love to see it in the ground, where it should be, and lean toward a clean fuel energy 
future. Thank you. 
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Comment: My name is Bryce Carter, and my profession, I'm actually a organizer for the Sierra 
Club. And I've been doing community organizing for nearly a decade now. And I've been blessed 
to be able to travel a lot, and I got to live in North Dakota for four months. And I met a lot of 
people that have been directly impacted by emissions from fracking and seeing the impacts of 
methane emissions from climate change all across the country, but especially seeing --or hearing 
the stories of those that have been impacted. 

When I was in North Dakota, I urged a lot of people that were scared to speak up about being -
having had health impacts with their children and their families, because of the culture out there. 
I talked to people who have lost livestock that were grazing near fracked wells. And if you look 
at satellite images, you see this green glow that is in North Dakota. And I-- it terrifies me to 
think about how many rogue emissions have gone into the atmosphere over the last decade 
especially, but many decades, that helped fuel climate change. 
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Here in Colorado we're no stranger to seeing what climate change brings. We've been in the front 
lines of fires, where, here in downtown Denver, I remember on certain days a few years ago, it 
was raining ash; where I've seen an Apocalyptic plume coming from Colorado Springs, when the 
fires were burning there, burning down homes there. 

And I also, four years ago, testified when we -- you all held a hearing on natural gas then, and I 
got to meet some people that are on the front lines of a lot of these neighborhoods where these 
fracked wells are just a few meters away from property lines. And, similarly, the same stories 
with their health impacts, of having these fumes go right into their homes and getting sick from 
it. 

And, in fact, this one family who had to use inhalers, I remember being told that they were so 
sick, they were starting to have nerve damage from it. And their whole bodies, everybody was 
sick all the time. And the doctors say that that's from long-term exposure. 

So looking at the flooding that's happened, that's been two years ago, we, Sierra Club and other 
organizations, went out to homes in these impacted communities, flooded-out basements, 
destroyed lives. And oftentimes we kind of forget those that don't have the same resources as 
others. There's a little community that were in trailer homes, that was washed away. And I've 
heard from a lot of emergency personnel from different cities that a lot of those folks were lower 
income and no one knows where they went after their homes were destroyed. 

So when you talk about reining in methane emissions, I think, first and foremost to me, that 
comes to mind, is the fact that stray fuels are contributing to climate change, especially when you 
look at the equivalent in, up to 2013, 160 coal-fired power plants worth of emissions for 
greenhouse gases. I think that's unacceptable in this time when we have solutions to this. 

Colorado certainly has been a leader. And certainly, when we look at the rule, it's great that we 
see it implemented and we see this leadership from the EPA. And as other speakers have talked 
about, it's extremely important that we take it to the next step, talking about making sure we 
regulate existing wells for those that are currently being impacted and are downwind of these 
wellheads that are emitting methane and other toxins. And certainly, by the end of the day, we 
would all love to see it in the ground, where it should be, and lean toward a clean fuel energy 
future. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My name is Bryce Carter, and my profession, I'm actually an organizer for the Sierra 
Club. And I've been doing community organizing for nearly a decade now. And I've been blessed 
to be able to travel a lot, and I got to live in North Dakota for four months. And I met a lot of 
people that have been directly impacted by emissions from fracking and seeing the impacts of 
methane emissions from climate change all across the country, but especially seeing --or hearing 
the stories of those that have been impacted. 

When I was in North Dakota, I urged a lot of people that were scared to speak up about being -
having had health impacts with their children and their families, because of the culture out there. 
I talked to people who have lost livestock that were grazing near fracked wells. And if you look 
at satellite images, you see this green glow that is in North Dakota. And I-- it terrifies me to 
think about how many rogue emissions have gone into the atmosphere over the last decade 
especially, but many decades, that helped fuel climate change. 

Here in Colorado we're no stranger to seeing what climate change brings. We've been in the front 
lines of fires, where, here in downtown Denver, I remember on certain days a few years ago, it 
was raining ash; where I've seen an Apocalyptic plume coming from Colorado Springs, when the 
fires were burning there, burning down homes there. 

And I also, four years ago, testified when we -- you all held a hearing on natural gas then, and I 
got to meet some people that are on the front lines of a lot of these neighborhoods where these 
fracked wells are just a few meters away from property lines. And, similarly, the same stories 
with their health impacts, of having these fumes go right into their homes and getting sick from 
it. 

And, in fact, this one family who had to use inhalers, I remember being told that they were so 
sick, they were starting to have nerve damage from it. And their whole bodies, everybody was 
sick all the time. And the doctors say that that's from long-term exposure. 

So looking at the flooding that's happened, that's been two years ago, we, Sierra Club and other 
organizations, went out to homes in these impacted communities, flooded-out basements, 
destroyed lives. And oftentimes we kind of forget those that don't have the same resources as 
others. There's a little community that were in trailer homes, that was washed away. And I've 
heard from a lot of emergency personnel from different cities that a lot of those folks were lower 
income and no one knows where they went after their homes were destroyed. 

So when you talk about reining in methane emissions, I think, first and foremost to me, that 
comes to mind, is the fact that stray fuels are contributing to climate change, especially when you 
look at the equivalent in, up to 2013, 160 coal-fired power plants worth of emissions for 
greenhouse gases. I think that's unacceptable in this time when we have solutions to this. 

Colorado certainly has been a leader. And certainly, when we look at the rule, it's great that we 
see it implemented and we see this leadership from the EPA. And as other speakers have talked 
about, it's extremely important that we take it to the next step, talking about making sure we 
regulate existing wells for those that are currently being impacted and are downwind of these 
wellheads that are emitting methane and other toxins. And certainly, by the end of the day, we 
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would all love to see it in the ground, where it should be, and lean toward a clean fuel energy 
future. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My name is Douglas Henderson. I live in Fort Collins in northern Colorado, a region 
of the country that's heavily affected by oil and gas development. I'm active with a number of 
civic and environmental networks, local groups like the Fort Collins Sustainability Group and 
larger organizations such as 350 and Food & Water Watch. And the values and views that I 
express are shared by many others locally and across Colorado and across the country. 

The radical expansion of fracking in recent years has generated substantial, ongoing, and 
increasing controversy and conflict in northern Colorado, within communities and between 
municipalities and state-level authorities, over issues involving public health, the environment, 
resource and property rights, and local self-determination versus state-level authority. 

Problems of oil and gas development, in particular fracking, in northern Colorado are recognized 
and documented. And while we know more research is needed, the mounting evidence is clear 
that oil and gas development is causing: Air pollution in emissions of methane, the subject of this 
hearing; volatile organic chemicals; ozone; and, of course, C02; Pollution of surface waters and 
groundwaters, and destruction of water from a renewable resource to a toxic slurry, which the 
industry likes to call "produced water"; Health damage. Over 700 chemicals used in fracking, 
many are endocrine interrupters that disturb hormone function; 

Property damage to farms, suburban neighborhoods within town limits like Greeley; Political 
conflicts and legal battles; And the cost of these are borne by individuals, by families, by 
communities, and governments. The fossil fuel industry denies culpability and evades 
responsibility. 

The scale of damage from oil and gas keeps growing. We have exploding trains, pipeline leaks 
and spills, outrageous damage to oceans and coasts, melting glaciers and polar ice, rising sea 
levels; now the Arctic is being assaulted; and the mega-problem of climate change, which is 
looming and accelerating and will affect everything on Earth. 

The science community and a large portion of the public are convinced that global warming is 
occurring and caused or exacerbated primarily by fossil fuels. In Colorado and elsewhere, 
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evidence about damage from oil and gas comes out in testimonies at hearings, videos posted 
online, protests, in panels and conferences, in science and technical journals. 

Public support for clean energy is at an all- time high, but it falls on deaf ears in our 
contemporary political environment. 

As the leader of the Fort Collins Sustainability Group put it recently, "We're confronted with an 
existential threat to civilization, and it's going to take a very big, concentrated effort to tackle it, 
an effort comparable to what the U.S. put out to beat the Axis powers in World War II. But what 
we're seeing is a kind of business-as-usual response." 

Indeed, the oil and gas industry goes forward with full intention to mine, process, and sell all the 
fossil fuels in the planet, just business as usual. The industry treats the environment -- water, 
land, and air -- as a dumping ground. 

Under Vice President Cheney, fracking gained exemption from our nation's hallmark laws 
protecting our environment. The industry actively campaigns to deny science when it does not 
suit their interests, and funds anti-science campaigns just as the tobacco industry did before it, 
acting egregiously against public interest and public health and the environment. 

Industry denies culpability for its damages. And when it cannot escape culpability, it binds those 
who are compensated to nondisclosure, imposing threat of financial ruin if anyone speaks out 
and tells the truth. In northern Colorado, the fracking industry brings a reign of pressure and fear 
to communities: Teachers and school administrators afraid to speak out; political leaders, 
businesses, and media who know the political price of industry's wrath; local government 
employees who will face repercussions for speaking out. 

This is not the America that most Americans want. We all use and need fossil fuels in our lives 
now, but we also understand the need to change direction rapidly, away from fossil fuels to 
clean, renewable energy. A lot of technology exists now. Economics ofrenewables are rapidly 
improving and increasing. And for as long as we continue to need fossil fuels, it's imperative that 
its production and use proceed in a way that does as little damage as possible, including the 
strictest methane rules you can come up with. 

We applaud the Obama Administration, the EPA, and those who lead and support efforts to 
require the highest standards to protect public health and the environment from fossil fuels, 
including methane emissions. 

The other day, while listening to the radio, I heard an ad from the gas industry that said, "Gas 
provides energy whenever you need it, even when the sun is not shining," with the obvious, if 
inaccurate, implication that gas is needed when solar panels aren't producing energy. The ad 
ended with the industry's catchphrase, "Think about it." 

Well, I and millions of others are thinking about it a lot. We know that -- that economic 
renewable technologies exist that can meet a large portion of our power needs. We think that 
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humans are highly inventive, and more so given -- and more and green -- and better green 
energies will come faster, the more priority we give to it. 

We think that instead of investing hundreds of billions of dollars and more years in the dirty 
climate- crisis fossil fuels, we should be putting that investment into clean and green energy. 

We think the fossil fuel industry should be stopped from stymieing green innovation, stopped 
from treating our environment as a dumping ground for its pollution, stopped from evading 
responsibility for the damages it causes, stopped from corrupting our political environment. 

We think it is time to recognize that if we're going to have a habitable future, fossil fuel needs to 
remain in the ground. 

We think it is great news that commitments to divest from fossil fuel now totals over $2.6 
trillion, up from 50 billion just a year ago, a 50-fold increase in just one year. We think this gives 
hope and inspiration, because there is no Plan B. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I'm Ali Grutze, and I'm here, in tum, for the Sierra Club here in Denver. I grew up in 
Illinois, and I am speaking on my own behalf today, and in support ofEPA's recently proposed 
methane pollution standards for the oil and gas industry. I just wanted to take this opportunity to 
speak today. 

Given the rapid growth of the oil and gas development, I want to stress why we need to enforce 
methane regulations. 

First of all, in order to reduce and prevent further climate change, these rules will require a 
willingness of the industry to clean up their act by drastically cutting emissions from methane 
pollution. As you probably already know, this gas traps more than 80 times as much heat as 
carbon dioxide over a 20-year time period. And in 2012 it accounted for 10 percent of 
greenhouse gas emissions in the U.S. And as long as the extraction and production of natural gas 
continues, our climate and health will continue to suffer. 

However, these rules not only cut climate- warming methane emissions; they will also protect 
public health by curbing emissions of smog-forming toxic pollutions --pollutants. These 
emissions are dangerous for the health of communities and workers; have been linked to cancer, 
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respiratory disease, lung and neurological damage, and asthma attacks. And if we are to 
substantially reduce oil and gas pollution for future generations, we need renewable energy to 
replace fossil fuels. 

I am personally extremely concerned for our planet's future and the oil and gas industry impacts 
on it already. And I ask you please help protect the public and the environment from further 
devastation. So thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My name is Jonathan Beltran. And I appreciate the opportunity for commenting my 
side on what I heard. Drove by and saw a petition going on, and it looked interesting to me, so I 
figured, check it out. And I've heard comment, it is a highly potent greenhouse gas and 86 times 
as powerful as carbon dioxide during the time that it remains in the atmosphere. And from what I 
understood from that is that, I have a little sister and a little brother who grew up nice and 
healthy; and realized that, growing up, now they're like 16 and 17 years old, now they got 
asthma. 

As a young child, I believe they would have had opportunities that many of us can have. Sports. I 
got a little sister, she loves sports. But she can't join them, for the reasons that methane has the 
second most prevalence; that yearly, 30 percent of most emissions come from oil production and 
natural gases. And I believe that it would help out if methane, somehow we can work around, 
you know, making it more greener for us. 

Oh, I believe a way for modifying this for workers that can clean up after their own methane 
pollutions: I work with a construction company and we work with a lot of chemicals. A way that 
we work around it is getting rid of it correctly and in a way we can reuse the -- everything, 
instead of having leaks and letting it get out and polluting our world. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My name is Peggy Tibbetts, My husband, Tod, and I have lived in the town of Silt 
since 1996. Silt is located in western Colorado, in western Garfield County, where in 2009 there 
were about 4,000 active oil and gas wells. As of September 1, 2015, there are over 11,000. Along 
with those wells, there are compressor stations, gas processing plants, tank farms, pipeline 
transfer stations, and hundreds of miles of pipelines. 

Silt is nestled in the basin of the Colorado River. With well pads and facilities to the north, south, 
east, and west of town, we are surrounded. We do not have air quality monitoring in Silt, but we 
definitely have an emissions problem. Oil and gas facilities leak methane emissions that include 
other hazardous air pollutants like benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, xylene, and styrene. The 
common acronym is BTEX or, in this case, BTEXS. 

Even I didn't fully understand the seriousness of the human health risks caused by ambient 
BTEXS emissions from oil and gas operations until I became sick last year. In April2014 blood 
and urine samples were collected from me, my daughter Emma, and my granddaughter Haley, 
who was 12 years old at the time. They also lived in Silt, eight blocks away. Dr. Greg Dooley, at 
Colorado State University lab, conducted the testing. The urine samples for all three of us tested 
positive for the metabolites for ethylbenzene, xylene, toluene, and styrene. Haley's blood also 
tested positive for those chemicals. 

Emma moved Haley and her little brother out of Silt this past spring. For more than a year my 
body has been besieged by nine different bacterial infections. This year I underwent DNA 
testing. The results were analyzed by a DNA researcher and toxicologist. The two most 
significant things the analysis revealed are: Number one, my body is unable to process BTEXS; 
Number two, my immune system is not functioning because my body is contaminated by 
BTEXS caused by cumulative, prolonged exposure. 

Without a functioning immune system my body is unable to fend off the normal bacteria that our 
bodies are exposed to on a daily basis. Tod travels regularly to New York City and Boston for 
his job. After spending a week at a time in these dense urban environments, he returns home to 
poorer air quality. As he heads east on the freeway from Battlement Mesa to Silt, he complains 
the air smells, his eyes become irritated, and he starts coughing and sneezing. He doesn't get sick 
when he travels to the East Coast. He gets sick when he comes home to Silt. 

In February 2014 the Colorado Air Quality Control Commission adopted stricter methane 
emission standards, making our state the first in the nation to address fugitive methane 
emissions. Unfortunately, the new regulations do not go far enough in addressing leaks in 
existing oil and gas sites and facilities, and the operators are essentially allowed to self-monitor 
and self-report. 

In March this year, Tod and I participated in the Citizens Empowerment Project sponsored by 
Earthworks. A small group of citizens took a trained thermographer on a guided tour of more 
than a dozen oil and gas sites and facilities in western Garfield County. 
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The thermographer used the FLIR GasFindiR camera to expose otherwise invisible emissions 
from these sites and facilities. The one- to three-minute videos show massive clouds of 
hazardous air pollution pumping out of these facilities. Something as innocuous as a produced 
water tank is actually shrouded in a cloud of toxic emissions. 

The tmth is, that level of fugitive emissions is ongoing 24 hours day, 7 days a week, every --at 
every single oil and gas well pad and facility. And we as residents have no other choice but to 
breathe that contaminated air. 

Stricter methane emissions standards mean less BTEX emissions as well as other hazardous air 
pollutants. In order to save the lives of the residents who live in the gas fields, as well the 
workers, I urge the EPA to adopt the strictest mles possible. 

We desperately need meaningful enforcement and increased federal inspections of all oil and gas 
facilities, new and existing. We must not allow -- we must not continue to allow the operators to 
self- monitor and self-report. We must impose heavy fines on violators and shut down the 
violators who fail to comply. 

Our ultimate goal must be zero emissions. It's good for public health, good for the environment, 
and good for the oil and gas industry's bottom line. Above all, it is most certainly attainable. 
Thank you. 
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Comment: My name is Hilda Nucete. I am originally from Venezuela, but I have been living in 
Adams County for the past decade. I am here today as a member of the Latino community, as 
one -- one out of five Coloradans here in the United States. And I am here because I would like 
to support proposed methane standards for the oil and gas industry. 

For me, this issue is quite personal. I am originally from Venezuela, and I grew up in an area 
where a lot of refineries were there. It was an oil camp, in fact, in Marcaibo, Venezuela. And 
growing up, I was affected by asthma. After my dad passed away, we were able to move to the 
city, and, surprisingly enough, in the inner city that was polluted, my asthma declined. 

I was not having attacks anymore. And in 2007, due to the difficult political situation in 
Venezuela, my family had to immigrate to the United States. As I moved to Colorado, my 
asthma came back, and the question to my family was: We moved to the United States in order 
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to search for a better lifestyle, to search for a better air quality, better dignity, you know. And we 
moved from a Third World country to avoid those Third World standards, and I come to 
Colorado and I have received the same standards that I was receiving in Venezuela. So for that, 
this is very important for me. 

Methane is one of the most significant drivers of climate change and of health of the Latino 
community. When 14 percent of Latino children have asthma and Latino communities are 40 
percent most likely of having asthma as any other ethnic group, it becomes a very personal issue 
and an issue that is affecting, as I said before, one out of five Coloradans. 

So that is why we're looking forward to seeing stronger possible methane standards to finalize, 
along with a mle to limit methane pollution from existing sources, to achieve the full reduction 
of methane emissions that you guys have. 
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Comment: I'm Sophia Guerrero-Murphy. So I am also here speaking as a member of the Latino 
community. I grew up in Alamosa, Colorado, which is in the southern end of the state, but I 
come today from Jefferson County, which is where I currently live. 

The San Luis Valley is a place-- it's really mral, for people who don't know. There's not a whole 
lot of, like, huge carbon/methane producing industry. But our air quality there is still atrocious 
because of the way the weather works, and there are mountains, so the things that get carried 
over the smaller mountains on one side of the valley get stuck. We also have the Sand Dunes, are 
there. It leaves behind sand and it also leaves behind pollution. 

So our air quality there, instead of like being in a beautiful mral valley, is actually much worse 
than the air quality on the Front Range. We therefore have higher rates of many health issues, but 
particularly bronchial/respiratory health issue rates there are pretty stunning. 

And then in general -- I mean, that is, you know, a very Latino-heavy area, but in general, as 
Hilda mentioned, the Latinos in this country, and really any nonwhite children, are so much more 
likely to suffer from respiratory issues, that a methane mle, that is going to be affecting our 
overall air quality and therefore your overall health. 

And the health of your family is particularly important for populations of color, disenfranchised 
populations, because in addition to all of that, there's less resilience, right, when you're being 
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attacked by climate change, because methane is ultimately one of our biggest contributors to 
climate issues, climate change, and you are in a community that doesn't necessarily have the 
funds to recover from a disaster, a climate-related disaster. You know, that's-- that's another 
ISSUe. 

So it's not just your air quality every day, but it's also the way that you can be resilient to those. 
It's also the way that you, if you don't have the funds to be able to move, right, like you heard 
some really tragic stories today of people that are living in places that are highly polluted 
because they don't have an option to be somewhere else, you know, either because of their 
homes or they don't have the money to be elsewhere. The list goes on. But we need to be 
protecting our citizens from those things, in their jobs and their homes. They need to be healthy. 

And in general, too, like this kind of rule works, right? It just -- it works. We've seen it happen in 
Colorado here. We've reduced an amazing amount of methane pollution and that's fantastic. And 
so having it be a federal regulation will give us better air quality. And I know that seems really 
simple, but there seems to be a notion we can regulate all we want and it's not actually going to 
improve anything. But it does. 

We used to have lead in our gasoline; and five years after we made unleaded gasoline the 
standard, we had 95 percent less lead in our air. And thinking about that now, you can't have lead 
in the air, we know that's a toxic metal. That's disgusting. Hopefully, that's how people will be 
feeling about these high levels of methane, in the future; that it's toxic, right? 

And right now it seems perfectly normal, but it shouldn't be, because it's not okay for you. It's 
not healthy. And we need to be healthy, we need to protect our citizens. 

We are so lucky to live in a country where we can give, like, testimonials like this, that can make 
that kind of thing possible. And just, I would reiterate, I really look forward to watching these 
strong methane rules go through on the national level. 

And then one more tag note is the importance of baseline data because there's kind of a loophole 
at the moment, where it's difficult to really gauge how much methane's being controlled and 
reduced unless you have really great baseline data. And so that should be appropriate in that 
ruling. 
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Comment: I am just a regular citizen. I'm an accountant by day and an active lover of the great 
outdoors of Colorado and Wyoming. I'm an avid hiker and kayaker. I'm also a recent most 
fortunate survivor of a type of brain cancer, Type II, non-Hodgkin's lymphoma. And that's 
significant because my brain is my favorite body part. 

Prior to the cancer being diagnosed, for several years I had suffered excmciating headaches. And 
doctors in Wyoming were treating me with increasing dosages of migraine medicines and 
injections to no avail. I was finally diagnosed with a non-operable lymphoma in 2011. 

During my treatment, I asked my oncological team how is it possible that I got cancer? I was 
physically active. I didn't smoke, drink, or do dmgs, and there was no family history of 
cancer. Off the wall my oncologist asked me how long I had lived in Wyoming and Montana 
near the methane wells. Since most of the west is covered with methane wells, I said about 13 
years. 

He replied that he was seeing more and more cancer just like mine from people who lived in 
God's country, Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, and the Dakotas. He said he couldn't prove the direct 
correlation yet, but the facts are irrefutable. 

Under-regulated natural gas production has disastrous effects on our air, our water, our land. And 
the people who live near these wells were getting cancer and were dying from the chemicals in 
our water, were getting asthma, and were suffocating from the chemicals in the air. 

I'm just a regular citizen. But regular citizens like myself depend on the EPA to create and 
enforce regulations monitoring the gas processing plants and the hydraulically fractured oil 
wells, and to monitor the sites that are pumping the toxic chemicals into our groundwater, the 
same water that you and I drink and our children drink and our livestock drink and that irrigate 
our farmlands. 

We depend on you to do the right thing by us. I'm one of the lucky ones. I'm now in my third 
year of remission from the cancer that nearly killed me, due to the aggressive intellect of some 
very talented oncologists. 

I'm also lucky that I can actually drink my tap water without having to import it from town like 
some of my ranching friends who live in Weld County here in Colorado who live adjacent to 
fracking sites and who can actually set fire to their tap water. They have to resort to 
importing their drinking and washing water in by tmck. 
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Comment: I'm going to tell a little bit of history about myself I have been a lifelong 
environmentalist. I have lived in Vermont for four years, very formative years, the age six to ten. 
I loved being outdoors. I loved being in the woods, looking at the stars at night, swimming in the 
ponds. It was clean. It was beautiful. I was very privileged to have had those four years in 
Vermont. 

My father got a job in New York City, and then we moved to Staten Island. He chose, on Staten 
Island, the very last house -- the very last -- a house on the very last street that had houses on it. 
There was a mile of woods behind where we lived. There were frogs in little ponds. There were 
opossums. There were rabbits. This was all before they built the Verrazano Narrows 
Bridge. After that, the real estate developers came in and now Staten Island looks like Brooklyn, 
concrete. No rabbits, no opossums, no trees. 

I have witnessed over the many, many years I've been alive this happening everywhere. When I 
moved to Colorado in 1978, I was so impressed with how clean it was here in the Denver metro 
area. Coming from New York City, I went to graduate school, a college in Manhattan. It was 
filthy. 

I came here and I thought, my God, what a wonderful place that is so clean. I have seen this 
degraded in the past 30 --what, 36, 37 years I've lived here. 

In my lifetime, I have seen the earth being raped of trees, of animal life by greedy developers and 
no planning. I have seen the waters being polluted by plastics, by chemicals. 

I actually swam in the waters off Staten Island and was told there was pollution in those waters. I 
didn't believe them until I was a teenager and I had a boat. And I went out and I saw gases 
bubbling up from a chemical plant in New Jersey. 

Now, 45 years later we have climate warming. There is no clean air. There is no clean, pristine 
environment in Denver or anywhere that I have lived. I am heartbroken by what has happened, 
and this has all happened because of greed. 
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Comment: We have more autism on the rise. There's a large body of evidence that links it to the 
pollution in the environment. Our eggs and our sperm are already contaminated by pollution 
that's in the air, that's in the water, that's in the earth and the food that we drink and the harvest 
that we have in our homes. 
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Comment: Congresswoman DeGette believes that climate change is a defining issue of our time. 
We must address it for many reasons, public health, health of the environment, the health of our 
ski industry and our tourism industry in Colorado. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I'm a new grandma and my granddaughter was born at three months early and she -
the doctors have said that she's doing great, but we do need to be careful with taking her out on 
pollution days because her lungs are even more compromised than many young children. 

This is actually happening a lot. We were in the NICU for preemies. It's full. It's amazing, and I 
don't know why that is. It makes you wonder if there's -- I think there is a definite connection 
between just global pollution, air, water, everything. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: The greenhouse gases, they're surprising. It's not a joke. There's hotter air. It's getting 
hotter-- the climate is getting hotter and hotter. Look at the degrees. This week, you know, we're 
in the eighties. 

So if you think about it, look at the weather patterns at how the heat is rising. You know, it's 
getting hotter and hotter, and eventually it could fire, you know, the roads will be on fire, you 
know, just this hot air. 

Oil, I feel like we use cars too much, you know, use cars too much. Like the pipeline, the 
Keystone Pipeline, I don't agree with that. Oil spill mapping, I've been there. That's not right. 

All the fish and our environment -- we're hurting our environment. It's kind of a cycle, you know, 
a bad cycle that we're going through. 

I'm just-- this is just what I'm seeing. I'm a visual person. I'm an artist. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My name is Jessica Gonzales. I'm from Santa Fe, New Mexico. I'd like to thank you 
for this opportunity to offer my comment. 

I'm a member of the New Mexico Sierra Club, and I'm here to speak in support of the EPA's 
recently enforced fracking emission standards for the oil and gas industry. 

Just some facts from my state of New Mexico. Methane is a highly potent greenhouse gas, 86 
times as powerful as the OSHA 20-year time frame, which means it is powerful and contributes 
to climate change, the greatest threat our planet has ever faced. 

And in my state, oil and natural gas producers emitted over 250,000 metric tons of methane in 
2013 equivalent-- since 2009, New Mexico has lost an estimated 42.7 million in royalty revenue 
and increasing from intentional fracking for natural gas. 
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In New Mexico's public lands, over 180,000 New Mexico residents are suffering from asthma. 
Two counties in New Mexico had a combined national ozone standard in 2013 regarding 
respiration disease. 

Well over 475 natural gas producers in New Mexico in 2010 has the EPA's Natural Gas STAR 
Program, a voluntary program that encourages companies to stop existing methane leaks and 
fracking drilling. 

This demonstrates long-term measures to adequately address this problem. Last year my 
hometown's county fair helped put on the people's high noon march, and since then I've been 
involved seeing how important it is to stand up for what's right for citizens of Santa Fe. 

I'm also a part of Moms Demand Action for Gun Sense in America. I believe it's very important 
for kids because they can't stand up for themselves. So I'm also here representing what I believe 
should have a healthy future for them and they shouldn't have to worry. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My name is Jessica Gonzales. I'm from Santa Fe, New Mexico. I'd like to thank you 
for this opportunity to offer my comment. 

I'm a member of the New Mexico Sierra Club, and I'm here to speak in support of the EPA's 
recently enforced fracking emission standards for the oil and gas industry. 

Just some facts from my state of New Mexico. Methane is a highly potent greenhouse gas, 86 
times as powerful as the OSHA 20-year time frame, which means it is powerful and contributes 
to climate change, the greatest threat our planet has ever faced. 

And in my state, oil and natural gas producers emitted over 250,000 metric tons of methane in 
2013 equivalent-- since 2009, New Mexico has lost an estimated 42.7 million in royalty revenue 
and increasing from intentional fracking for natural gas. 

In New Mexico's public lands, over 180,000 New Mexico residents are suffering from asthma. 
Two counties in New Mexico had a combined national ozone standard in 2013 regarding 
respiration disease. 
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Well over 475 natural gas producers in New Mexico in 2010 has the EPA's Natural Gas STAR 
Program, a voluntary program that encourages companies to stop existing methane leaks and 
fracking drilling. 

This demonstrates long-term measures to adequately address this problem. Last year my 
hometown's county fair helped put on the people's high noon march, and since then I've been 
involved seeing how important it is to stand up for what's right for citizens of Santa Fe. 

I'm also a part of Moms Demand Action for Gun Sense in America. I believe it's very important 
for kids because they can't stand up for themselves. So I'm also here representing what I believe 
should have a healthy future for them and they shouldn't have to worry. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I'm Gina Hardin and I'm chair of350 Colorado. We have 7,000 supporters across the 
state. 

Once the water fracturing or fracking was developed allowing for the explosion of -- and 
domestic production of natural gas, it was promoted as a bridge fuel to renewable energy. 

We now know that due to leaks of methane at every stage of extraction processing, processing, 
and transmission of natural gas, it is at least as harmful to the climate as coal. Nevertheless, years 
later we continue to chase our tails making more long-term investments and gas infrastructure-
I feel like I'm yelling -- and gas infrastructure chasing more production from shorter-term wells 
and building more natural gas power plants. 

Meanwhile, we developed a better mousetrap and no longer need a bridge fuel. Renewables are 
cost competitive with gas and there's plenty of it. But because of the undue influence of the fossil 
fuel industry, the otherwise natural transition to the better mousetrap, renewables is being 
blocked. 

Our intentionally disempowered federal government continues to permit new pipelines, new 
drilling in public lands, huge new infrastructure to export liquid via natural gas, and is 
considering lifting a long-term ban on exports of natural gas. 

Once the industry has made these investments in new infrastructure and drilling, the fossil fuel 
industry will fight even harder to block the transition and protect their investments. 
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Our nation's resources, both public and private, should instead be used to direct-- to build 
infrastructure for renewables, and helping those employed by the fossil fuel industry make the 
transition to the new renewable energy economy. 

If we want to have just a 7 5 percent chance of avoiding a 2-degree Celsius rise, the widely 
accepted, absolute maximum level of temperature rise critical to avoid that kind of catastrophe, 
we must keep 95 percent of the gas that the industry intends to produce in the ground. 

We appreciate and support the Obama Administration's courageous efforts to address this 
catastrophe, I guess, the well-funded and concerted all-out efforts of at least one if not the most 
powerful force for the world, the fossil fuel industry. However, we must not just regulate new 
production of fossil fuels. We must keep them in the ground and radically curve methane 
emissions from existing production if we are to maintain a livable climate condition that provides 
the underpinnings for humanity and all life on earth. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: My name is Suzanne Trask, and I'm from Fort Collins, Colorado. Thank you for the 
opportunity to offer a comment today. I'm a volunteer leader with Organizing for Action here in 
Colorado. 

I'm here today to speak in support of the EPA's recently proposed methane pollution standards 
for new operations in the oil and gas industry. Given the rapid growth of oil and gas 
development, strong mles are critical to provide an opportunity to rein in harmful methane 
pollution. Methane is the second most prevalent greenhouse gas emitted in the United States 
from human activities, and 30 percent of those emissions come from the oil and natural gas 
production, processing, transmission, and distribution, the whole chain. 

In addition to its contribution to climate change, methane is released into the air along with co
pollutants, such as VOCs, soot, air toxins, including benzene and toluene. And these emissions 
are associated with increased respiratory diseases, cardiovascular conditions, and cancer, and 
they are especially harmful to vulnerable populations such as the very young, the very old, and 
people who have preexisting respiratory conditions. 

The standards that are proposed by the EPA are an important first step in requiring new and 
modified equipment in the oil and gas industry, thus making polluters pay to reduce their 
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emissions rather than leaving communities, industry workers, and residents of those communities 
with the bill for the consequences of their actions. 

Methane and VOC emissions need to be controlled across the whole process, including what is 
called green completion of fracked wells, and finding and repairing leaks all along the process 
from well sites, pumps, compressors, and storage sites. 

Now, obviously this is going to require a strong inspection and monitoring regime rather than 
allowing the industry to self-police. 

The United States cannot meet its international greenhouse gas reduction commitment unless it 
cuts methane from oil and gas sources by 40 to 45 percent from the 2012 levels by 20 --by the 
year 2025. These EPA rules are a start, but they need to be extended to existing sources as well. 

Ultimately, the rules buy us time and a cleaner environment in specific locations that have real 
issues with air quality right now. But again, ultimately we need to act with all speed to keep 
fossil fuels in the ground and also to transition to clean renewable energy sources. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: Hi. I'm Marina Weber. I'm 12 years old. I want to thank you for this opportunity to 
speak here today. Members of my group, The Global Warming Express, are part of the Sierra 
Club in New Mexico. And I am here today to speak in support of the EPA's recently proposed 
methane pollution standards for the oil and gas industry. 

Last year some members of my group and I came to speak about regulations of coal emissions. I 
may be only 12, but I care very deeply about the earth and what we are doing to it. 

I have finished writing my own book to inspire kids to help slow down climate change. The book 
is called The Global Warming Express. 

Methane is 86 percent stronger than C02 in the atmosphere. If no restriction goes on methane, 
then the earth's warming will rise even more than it already is. Some people don't believe in 
climate change. 

I'll ask those people right now. How do you explain the forest fires in Alaska? How do you 
explain the rising oceans. No one told me to come here and say this. 
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Animals are dying and becoming extinct because of global warming. Whether you believe in 
climate change or not is beyond me, but instead of fighting each other we have to work together. 

I want my children, grandchildren, and great grandchildren to have happy and healthy lives 
without having to worry about the environment. I'm here on behalf of all children to demand the 
livable future. Thank you so much. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: I don't have a statement so much as I have questions, if that's okay. I'm now putting 
you on the spot. You don't have to answer, but these are the questions that I have as a concerned 
citizen, some call me an activist. 

Fracking and all of that-- all that goes with it has been an issue for me for the past six years. 
Healthcare has been my commitment for the last 35 years, and I see and hear and watch-- I live 
in Fort Collins --by the way, my name is Lynda Blake. 

I live in Fort Collins, and there are very disturbing things happening, and I've been involved in 
banning fracking from the City of Fort Collins. My questions are, how did we get here? Who do 
we hold accountable? And another question is, as I was reviewing the issues that are being 
considered today, the dockets, why are there special regulations for indigenous people? 

Is the air they breathe any different than the air I breathe? My son is Chickasaw. I think he and I 
breathe pretty much the same air. I was disturbed -- well, concerned by why do we have a 
separate docket item for indigenous people? 

I think it's pretty clear that methane is not good for your health. So the very most stringent 
elimination of it would be my preference, not just regulate it. I do appreciate what Colorado has 
done. We're alleged to have the most stringent regulations on fracking, et cetera, etcetera. We've 
all heard it. 

But I heard the other day that there was opposition to a regulation related to rain barrel collection 
of water to use for watering lawns and gardens and, you know, that sort of thing, and there are 
people who oppose that. That isn't even close to what the fracking industry is doing with our 
water. 
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You know, again, I have a question, what is -- what's the objection -- they call it the green water 
-- to put back in the ground when fracking water cannot be put back in the ground? 

And methane is all part of that argument, that discussion. 

Would the industry at any point be held responsible for what they're doing to our ground, our 
water, our air? 

And my major question is, I guess, who thought fracking was a good idea and why not 
renewables? 

I think all of those questions are probably in other people's minds as well, and probably stated 
more succinctly than mine, but those are my concerns. 

So thank you for the work that you've done and are doing, continue to do it. Hopefully, I'll 
understand as a result of your work the answers to my questions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: Good morning. My name is Chuck Edelstein. I'm from Nederland, Colorado. I'm also 
from Coral Gables, Florida. While I am a member of the Sierra Club, I am not here on behalf of 
the Sierra Club. I am here to speak on behalf of my children's children, their progeny, and those 
of us who bear the family name that we do as well as that name that is still known. 

I have prepared remarks. I have two articles in particular, peer-reviewed articles on gravity. And 
before I get there, if you Googled global warming, global climate change, and global warming 
hoax in July 2014, you would have gotten Ill million hits. I did it at three o'clock this morning, 
and it's now 292 million hits in 14 months. Obviously, there's some additional activity about 
people's concerns. 

How do you make sense of all this. I would bring up Judge Learned Hand. Judge Hand is 
physically with us in spirit. If you ask Judge Hand about this situation, what he would say is -
what you would do is, you would look at the likelihood of the harm from global climate change 
occurring, the gravity of the harm should it occur and the costs of prevention. 

And that comes down to the case that he cited in 194 7, and new materials would indicate where 
you would find it, if you wish. 
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In dealing with the issue of the gravity of the harm, there's an article written by two authors 
which is in my paper. What they looked at is to what extent are humans beings able to adapt to 
global warming. 

What they concluded is based on science and it's very simple. Our core temperature as mammals 
at this point we are able to reach 37 degrees centigrade. We generate approximately 100 watts of 
energy that we need to dissipate, and it goes through our skin primarily, which is typically at 35 
degrees centigrade. 

As the authors pointed out, under the law of thermodynamics, heat transfers from a place that's 
warmer to a place that's cooler. If you have a period of time and you can speculate how long, the 
paper has all the details. 

There comes a time when the temperature of the environment is higher than 35 degrees 
centigrade, we cannot bleed off the heat. What happened in Europe and what's happened around 
the world, there have been momentarily periods when it was called the wet-bulb temperature to 
ozone, approximately 30 to 31 degrees centigrade to over 35 degrees centigrade. 

What happens is the first people who die are the young and the old. That's how it works. What 
they say is that if global warming increases by 6 degrees centigrade, many areas of the earth 
would be uninhabitable by human beings. 

If it gets to 10 and 12 degrees centigrade, life ofhuman beings ceases. That is signs you cannot 
avoid. Congress can repeal it if they want, but it's still going to be there. What we're talking 
about is the question of possible extension ofhuman beings. 

The second deals with the issue of carbon. I know we're here talking about methane, but carbon 
fits too. If you stop putting carbon in the air tomorrow, it stays in the environment for 
approximately 1,000 years. 

80 percent will eventually wind up in the oceans over a period of time to the point where the 
ocean cannot absorb it any longer. And so while carbon persists, carbon persists, and it is 
irreversible-- in the words of these four authors, well-known and well-regarded. 

What that means is, if you add the effect of methane gas, more than I think I ever want to know 
in my lifetime about it, in effect, what is happening is because the carbon is irreversible, what 
that means is to the extent that we have other gases like methane going into the environment, we 
are reducing the amount of time we have to make adjustments to what's coming. 

Every emission of methane is added to the emissions of the other greenhouse gases, mainly 
carbon, and the result is in the time frame that we have to try to respond to this is not 
evolutionary time. It is human time and is measured by the human life spans. 

Basically, where we are at right now if we don't do anything and if we allow methane to further 
pollute the atmosphere, we will not have enough time to try to cope with what is definitely 
commg. 
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Let me tell you what the science is. We are going to become extinct unless we do something and 
do it soon, and even then it may not be enough. What we've heard about methane -- I don't know 
the science of methane, but I do know it lasts maybe 100 years in the environment while carbon 
does at least 1,000 years, that's 100 years we don't have. 

We do not have an evolutionary time scale for human beings to adjust this situation. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-2:01PM; Public Hearing #2- Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 58 

Comment: Good morning. My name is Chuck Edelstein. I'm from Nederland, Colorado. I'm also 
from Coral Gables, Florida. While I am a member of the Sierra Club, I am not here on behalf of 
the Sierra Club. I am here to speak on behalf of my children's children, their progeny, and those 
of us who bear the family name that we do as well as that name that is still known. 

I have prepared remarks. I have two articles in particular, peer-reviewed articles on gravity. And 
before I get there, if you Googled global warming, global climate change, and global warming 
hoax in July 2014, you would have gotten Ill million hits. I did it at three o'clock this morning, 
and it's now 292 million hits in 14 months. Obviously, there's some additional activity about 
people's concerns. 

How do you make sense of all this. I would bring up Judge Learned Hand. Judge Hand is 
physically with us in spirit. If you ask Judge Hand about this situation, what he would say is -
what you would do is, you would look at the likelihood of the harm from global climate change 
occurring, the gravity of the harm should it occur and the costs of prevention. 

And that comes down to the case that he cited in 194 7, and new materials would indicate where 
you would find it, if you wish. 

In dealing with the issue of the gravity of the harm, there's an article written by two authors 
which is in my paper. What they looked at is to what extent are humans beings able to adapt to 
global warming. 

What they concluded is based on science and it's very simple. Our core temperature as mammals 
at this point we are able to reach 37 degrees centigrade. We generate approximately 100 watts of 
energy that we need to dissipate, and it goes through our skin primarily, which is typically at 35 
degrees centigrade. 
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As the authors pointed out, under the law of thermodynamics, heat transfers from a place that's 
warmer to a place that's cooler. If you have a period of time and you can speculate how long, the 
paper has all the details. 

There comes a time when the temperature of the environment is higher than 35 degrees 
centigrade, we cannot bleed off the heat. What happened in Europe and what's happened around 
the world, there have been momentarily periods when it was called the wet-bulb temperature to 
ozone, approximately 30 to 31 degrees centigrade to over 35 degrees centigrade. 

What happens is the first people who die are the young and the old. That's how it works. What 
they say is that if global warming increases by 6 degrees centigrade, many areas of the earth 
would be uninhabitable by human beings. 

If it gets to 10 and 12 degrees centigrade, life of human beings ceases. That is signs you cannot 
avoid. Congress can repeal it if they want, but it's still going to be there. What we're talking 
about is the question of possible extension ofhuman beings. 

The second deals with the issue of carbon. I know we're here talking about methane, but carbon 
fits too. If you stop putting carbon in the air tomorrow, it stays in the environment for 
approximately 1,000 years. 

80 percent will eventually wind up in the oceans over a period of time to the point where the 
ocean cannot absorb it any longer. And so while carbon persists, carbon persists, and it is 
irreversible-- in the words of these four authors, well-known and well-regarded. 

What that means is, if you add the effect of methane gas, more than I think I ever want to know 
in my lifetime about it, in effect, what is happening is because the carbon is irreversible, what 
that means is to the extent that we have other gases like methane going into the environment, we 
are reducing the amount of time we have to make adjustments to what's coming. 

Every emission of methane is added to the emissions of the other greenhouse gases, mainly 
carbon, and the result is in the time frame that we have to try to respond to this is not 
evolutionary time. It is human time and is measured by the human life spans. 

Basically, where we are at right now if we don't do anything and if we allow methane to further 
pollute the atmosphere, we will not have enough time to try to cope with what is definitely 
commg. 

Let me tell you what the science is. We are going to become extinct unless we do something and 
do it soon, and even then it may not be enough. What we've heard about methane -- I don't know 
the science of methane, but I do know it lasts maybe 100 years in the environment while carbon 
does at least 1,000 years, that's 100 years we don't have. 

We do not have an evolutionary time scale for human beings to adjust this situation. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Comment: And I'd like to share a brief personal story to put the remainder of my testimony in 
context of these folks' stories. 

So this past Saturday morning at about 7:00a.m. sharp, a diesel truck parked and began idling 
about ten feet from my front door. It woke up everyone in my family and created a cloud of 
diesel fumes outside of our windows. Major construction had begun on the storm drain 
surrounding my home. Yet I received no notice that that was coming. The noise was 
overwhelming at times. Loud, rumbling trucks. Jack hammering. Heavy equipment thundering 
and beeping. And frankly, I was very angry. I was so angry I marched outside in pajamas and I 
asked the only person I could find that -- the truck driver of this diesel truck, to please tum off 
his engine. And he did. And so I thought a lot about the challenges of my fellow Ohioans living 
next to this new way of oil and gas development. But until this personal experience, I hadn't 
really felt what they were going through. Folks living near this development are much less likely 
to get a "yes" response when I asked the operator of a well pad or a diesel truck or compression 
station to stop. And to me, this represents a loss of control for these folks over the quality of the 
air around their home and the immediate environments surrounding their home, many families, 
by the way, who chose a rural setting to raise their families because of the peace and quiet, and 
because of clean air and clean water. So I just wonder if you can take a moment to imagine, you 
know, how frustrating that would be. And I also know, for me, that that construction outside of 
my front door is only temporary. But for these folks in Eastern Ohio, they're faced with 
infrastructure that will be in place for years, if not decades. 

And so at the OEC, we've begun talking with citizens who have been affected, and many times 
negatively affected, by the fracking industry. 

I've spoken multiple times with a woman, for example, who lives about 600 feet from the site of 
a major fracking chemical fire. She, her fiance, and her son stayed in their home the night of that 
fire, despite the chemicals in the air and the explosion risk right next to their home, because the 
nearby hotels were full of oil and gas workers. 

I talked with a father who lives within a mile of a fracking well blowout, which the methane and 
other harmful air emissions for over ten days. He and his -- his family and 20 other households 
were evacuated. This is right before the Christmas holiday. And they were, you know, uncertain 
as to whether they would be able to get home in time for Christmas. He was unnerved, I know, 
and he was frustrated at the lack of information that he could obtain about what he and his family 
were exposed to. 
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I've spoken also with a former aluminum worker who lives directly downwind from a 
compressor station and near several fracking well pads. He had, I know, had his home test 
positive for the presence of methane. And also, passive air sampling work done by University of 
Cincinnati showed elevated levels of P AHs, the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons right outside 
of his home. His wife is currently battling breast cancer and now she continues to be exposed to 
air contaminants outside of her control. 

This gentleman also told me some days his dogs will not go outside. And that the smell outside 
of his home was so bad on one particular day that upon opening his windows, it brought him 
down to his knees. 

And, finally, I read over a civil case, which is now settled, of a family in Ohio who suffered 
many documented health problems from a compressor station just 350 feet from their front door. 
So nausea, vomiting, and ongoing burning sensation of the nose and throat, most likely due to 
methane and VOC emissions. 

These folks deserve protection. They need this rule. And they need it as soon as possible. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: Good afternoon. My name is Ron Slabe and I'm here today to support your standards 
to reduce methane pollution from oil and gas sources. Let me apologize, first of all, because I'm 
sure after sitting here for many hours, you've already heard some of these statistics and so on, but 
bear with me, please. Because there should be no question that methane, a greenhouse gas, is 86 
times more powerful and contributing to global warming than carbon dioxide from the burning 
of coal over a 20-year period. Numerous studies show this. 

For example, in the oil and gas sector alone, there were emissions in 2013 of over 7.3 million 
metric tons of methane, which is the equivalent of 160 coal-burning power plants emitting 
carbon dioxide. 

In Pennsylvania, methane leakage is equivalent to the greenhouse emissions of over 700,000 cars 
in Allegheny County alone and 120,000 tons equivalent to the amount of gas used to heat half 
the homes in Pittsburgh. 

Another report finds methane leakage each year able to meet the heating and cooking needs of 
both the Pennsylvania cities of Scranton and Bethlehem. This is on top of having over four 
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million Pennsylvanians living in areas where ozone levels exceed national clean air standards. 
And cases of asthma in Pittsburgh and Allegheny County are the highest in the nation, with 
children being the most affected. 

A University of Pittsburgh study shows cancer risks in Allegheny County twice that of 
surrounding areas with certain hot spots running such risk at 20 times higher. And among those 
listed as sources of such health-affecting pollutants, says the Pitt study, are the quote, "Pollutant 
mixtures from unconventional gas drilling operations," end quote. This kind of pollution, along 
with the smog- and soot-forming emissions so associated must be controlled and eliminated as it 
also adds to the alarming increases in heart and respiratory disease. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 16 

Comment: My name is Miriam Lindauer and I live here in Allegheny County. I'm a retired 
computer programmer. I strongly support the proposed EPA methane pollution standards for the 
oil and gas industry. 

Methane is a highly potent greenhouse gas which is a major contributor to climate change. By 
one estimate, natural gas producers in Pennsylvania alone leaked over 120,000 metric tons of 
methane in 2013, enough to heat half the homes in Pittsburgh. When methane is released from 
oil and gas facilities, particulate emissions and other hazardous air pollutants, which cause smog, 
are also released into the air. 

Recent studies have indicated a possible link between this pollution and the onset of asthma. And 
studies have proven beyond a doubt that air pollution aggravates previously diagnosed asthma 
and triggers asthma attacks. Higher levels of air pollution in Western Pennsylvania correspond to 
a high prevalence of lung diseases. 

I have lived here in Allegheny County all of my life, and like more than one million other 
Pennsylvanians, I have asthma. I'm one of those who needs to stay indoors during air quality 
alerts. This happens all too frequently around here, especially in the summer when I'd like to be 
outside. According to the Pennsylvania Department of Health, about ten percent of the state's 
population suffered from asthma in 20 12 and 15 percent of the population will get it during their 
lifetimes. The prevalence of asthma in Pennsylvania is about one-third higher than the national 
average and Allegheny County is worse than the rest of the state. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 21 

Comment: Methane is a potent greenhouse gas, 86 times more potent than carbon dioxide over 
20 years. Every day that we fail to stop methane leaks, we lock ourselves into greater warming 
and closer to dangerous tipping points that would make it harder and harder to avoid climate 
catastrophe. 

As a relatively young person, I hopefully have the majority of my life still ahead of me. And 
since I have already begun to witness the impacts of climate change in my lifetime, I expect that 
my future will be defined by a changing climate. I hope that the EPA will not take my future and 
the futures of generations to come lightly by writing anything less than the most stringent rules to 
regulate this dangerous greenhouse gas. 

In Pennsylvania, we have already seen the destruction that a warmer world can bring, from super 
storms, to unhealthy air quality, to abnormal weather that destroys our farmers' crops. The latest 
Pennsylvania Climate Impact Assessment showed that Pennsylvania is on track for an alarming 
three-degrees Celsius warming by mid-century. We simply cannot afford to let the fossil fuel 
industry continue to emit methane freely. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 30 

Comment: As a health care professional, I see these Rules as a step towards primary prevention 
of many health issues U.S. children and adults suffer, especially asthma and chronic obstructive 
lung disease. Most organizations and industries are responsible corporate citizens of their 
community. However, the oil and gas industries are not held accountable to the same laws and 
regulations that govern all organizations, especially the Clean Air Act. 

In addition, what constitutes compliance from one organization in the oil and gas company may 
not be considered compliance for another oil and gas company, the methane rule standardized 
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best practice in containing new oil and gas exploration and production with containment of the 
methane and other VOCs. 

In Ohio, the health and safety concerns of employees and communities have largely been ignored 
regarding the contamination of community water sources nearby or air contamination. We don't 
even know what's in the fracking solutions. Likewise, the air we breathe is affected when 
methane and other gases are allowed to be vented off and not captured for use. 

Methane is a potent greenhouse gas. You've probably heard this time and time again today. It's 
84 times more powerful than C02 during the time it remains in the atmosphere, which means it 
is a powerful contributor to climate change and the greatest threat to our planet we've ever faced. 
And these emissions from the oil and gas industry specifically contribute to a quarter of the total 
manmade global warming we are experiencing today. 

Methane is the second most prevalent greenhouse gas emitted in the United States by human 
activities. And only 30 percent of these emissions come from oil production and the production, 
transmission, and distribution of natural gas. These emissions are projected to significantly 
increase over the next decade without action to lower them. 

Although the industry is going to talk to you guys about the monetary hit with the compliance 
with methane rules, the cost of the overwhelming health impact can't be measured. The EPA's 
proposal is a significant step -- a significant step towards curbing climate disruption and 
protecting the health and well-being of communities across America. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 32 

Comment: Our future generations will be impacted by our decisions today and in the future. 
Every day in America approximately 78,000 people miss school or work due to asthma; 35,000 
people have an asthma attack; 4,600 people visit the emergency room due to asthma; 1,200 
people are admitted to the hospital due to asthma; and ten people die. We need these methane 
rules. 

And I want to thank you so much for putting them together. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 37 

Comment: Our children, our elderly, and those individuals at greater risk from respiratory 
complications simply cannot take even one more ozone action day. Since this is the first-ever 
proposal to control methane pollution from the oil and gas industry, we thank you, we support 
this initial step, and we call for these proposals to be adopted quickly so we can get to work 
tackling the threat from methane emissions from the oil and gas sources now in existence, 
sources that by 2018 are projected to account for nearly 90 percent of all methane emissions in 
this sector. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 41 

Comment: My family chose to move into mral Ohio to experience the beauty and serenity of 
living close to nature and the wooded rolling hills. We built our own log home, paying special 
attention to eliciting sustainable building practices and using environmentally-friendly materials. 
Unfortunately, we did not realize that our home would come to be surrounded by infrastmcture 
and accompany -- accompanying industry that supports horizontal fracking for natural gas and 
oil. 

We now have an injunction well two miles away from our home. A pipeline is being built at the 
end of our street, less than a quarter of a mile away. And fracking pads desecrate our landscape 
of our county. We must navigate country roads, traffic by large brine tmcks and tankers carrying 
sand, water and petroleum fuel. The muzzling and watershed conservancy lakes in the region 
have become a major source of water for the fracking process. Even the night sky has been 
affected, as flares from methane bum-off and lights from fracking pads obscure the once visible 
Milky Way. 

As a mother and grandmother, I worry about the future we are creating for our children and our 
grandchildren. As a scientist, I know what is being emitted into the air, land, and water from 
fracking facilities and supporting industries. I know it is not safe or conducive to a healthy 
environment. This industry will not effectively self-regulate. They have proven this time and 
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time again. Therefore, I encourage the U.S. EPA to promulgate a comprehensive and stringent 
set of mles and regulations to ensure that fugitive emissions from this process are addressed. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 48 

Comment: As you all well know, currently, there are no federal limits on the amount of methane 
pollution that the oil and gas operations can emit, and no federal air regulations of existing oil or 
natural gas infrastmcture. We are extremely pleased and applaud this first initiative by the EPA 
to control methane emissions from oil and gas sources. Controlling methane emissions will also 
reduce smog-, soot-forming pollutants and hazard emissions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 57 

Comment: So I want to thank you from the bottom of my heart for working to reduce the 
methane emission standards -- reducing the emissions, and encourage you to seek the highest 
standards possible. And not just on the new and modified sources, but on all sources. 

My family grins every time I do an analogy. But I'm going on the record publicly to try to do it 
again. But if you find a toxin in potato chips, well, how do we stop that toxin going into the bag? 
What do we do? Leave all of the bags on the shelf Of course not. We take all the bags off the 
shelves because we are concerned about our health. 

Methane has a huge impact on climate change. And pound for pound it is having a warming 
effect of roughly 105 times greater than carbon dioxide over a 20-year time period. Climate 
change has a critical point. We all know that we don't have the time to do it slowly. Over time to 
do it at anything less than an optimal rate. We also via the natural resource difference through 
better technology and better practice, 80 percent reduction is possible by industry. Eighty percent 
reduction in emissions. Not just 40 to 50 percent. But 80 percent. And that's capturing, we return 
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$2 billion worth of natural gas. Otherwise, it will be wasted in atmospheric pollution. Note, this 
adjustment by industry is estimated to be able to be paid back to then within three months to 
three years. 

This information is also from the Natural Resources Defense Council. I am just a mom and a 
small business owner. And just in an afternoon, I could dig up some sources. But you have so 
many more sources and so many more experts to talk with. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 70 

Comment: My undergraduate degree is in applied mathematics. As you might guess, numbers 
are pretty important to me. But today, I would like to focus on a particular number, one or being 
first. Because since the beginning of Ohio shale gas movement in 2010, Carroll County has been 
first on many fronts. Carroll County was first in Ohio to have test wells drilled in Utica Shale. 
The Miller test well, just one mile from my driveway. 

We were first to have the hoards of landmen come to town, all too often with their less than 
honest sales pitches about how once they're done, there will just be a little valve at the surface. 
Landowners know better than that now. 

Carroll County was first to have a shale gas mega well drilled, fracked, and put into production, 
with reports of being a gusher, based on only 11 days' data. Soon reporters flocked to towns from 
the big cities of Akron and Cleveland, then Columbus. And NBC Nightly News came from New 
York, then BBC from London, then Poland, Sweden and Ukraine, all to report on how 
Carrolltonians were surely to all become the first millionaires from Ohio's shale gas boom. But 
each reporter also asked, "Aren't landowners concerned about potential health risks?" 

Carroll County did become, and still holds title, to being number one in gas, oil, and liquid 
hydrocarbons production, with over 370 producing wells, more than twice as many as any other 
county in Ohio. 

In addition to our day jobs, my wife and I have invested heavily in Carroll County by purchasing 
an 80-acre farm, building an ecofriendly home, and starting small-scale organic blueberry, egg 
and honey productions. In trying to educate ourselves about shale gas activities happening 
around us, we found that there were many others who had similar questions and similar concerns 
about what else it meant to be No. 1 in Carroll County -- excuse me, in Ohio's shale gas boom. 
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So in 2011, we formed a nonprofit called Carroll Concerned Citizens. Our motto is working to 
protect why we live here for our families and for their futures. Our group has about 300 people 
on its mailing list. It holds regular public meetings with speakers from government, the industry, 
academia, and other nonprofits, Often with over 100 people in attendance. 

We have spoken about what it means to live in a boom town before hundreds of people at shale 
gas forums, landowners groups, schools, universities, local governments, and nonprofit meetings. 

As is the case with all extracted booms, most landowners were elated at first with the signing 
bonuses or royalty checks. They were all too willing to overlook the traffic, noise, land use 
changes that came with more well pads, more pipelines, more compressor stations, and our wet 
gas liquid separation and fractionation plants. 

Recently, though, the reality of declining production occurs, and oil and gas prices have started 
industry to tum landowner elation into arbitration. Even for our county-owned lands. Academic 
and nonprofit researchers interested in the boom's effect on -- on shale gas started contacting 
Carroll Concerned Citizens as a channel to reach landowners willing to participate in some of 
Ohio's first air quality studies. Researchers leveraged portable VOC monitoring devices, optical 
gas imaging, graph sample canisters, and leading edge, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon, or 
PAH stationary and wearable human sampling devices. 

Researchers, however, observed examples of fugitive emissions, such as hydrogen sulfite gas 
being released during well drilling; VOCs coming from a compressor station that would 
eventually be fined for exceeding EPA limits; VOC leaks at a transfer station for our liquid 
separation plant and high P AH levels at a home -- at homes nearly one mile from a large 
compressor facility. 

Oregon State University and the University of Cincinnati recently published their results in a 
peer-reviewed journal showing how PAHs that were emitted from existing well pads had 
exposure levels of concern for long-term human and animal health. The results were consistent 
with a similar proximity study from the University of Colorado. And I will enclose a copy of that 
results for you. 

So in closing, Carroll County is expected to have over 1,000 wells drilled, each with on-pad and 
mid-streaming VOC emitting infrastructure. Does being first in Ohio shale gas boom really mean 
that we'll be the first ones to show the symptoms from long-term exposure of these fugitive 
methane emissions? Methane emissions that also carry with them toxic P AHs and VOCs that 
will negatively impact our health far sooner than global warming. 

Please institute the changes so that EPA can help reduce the risk for current and future 
generations of death by a thousand leaks. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 74 

Comment: I'm asking you today, why is it that parents have to fear for their children as they 
head to school, concerned about air pollution from a nearby well? I'm asking you why parents 
have to choose between school supplies and an inhaler? And I'm asking you why these parents, 
and have to fear for our children's future in terms of clean air? 

I'm speaking today in solidarity with these parents, children, and families impacted by the oil and 
gas industry. Methane is a highly potent greenhouse gas, over 80 times as powerful as C02 over 
a 20-year timeframe. Methane says -- methane -- methane stays in the environment for 
approximately 9 to 15 years. 

The oil and gas industry, in 2003, emitted over 7.3 million metric tons of methane, and are the 
largest human-made source of methane emissions. 

Methane can cause headaches, dizziness, weakness, nausea, vomiting, and loss of coordination. 
Air pollution leaks from the oil and gas industry also include volatile organic compounds, which 
can cause ground level smog and is extremely harmful to young children, those whose lungs are 
still developing. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 80 

Comment: One of our main program areas is Healthy Schools, which focuses on creating a 
green and healthy learning environment for all of those in the school setting. Our organization 
recently created an online mapping tool. We map all conventional and unconventional active gas 
wells within a one-mile radius of a school setting. Our analysis concluded the following: There 
are over 380 unconventional wells in southwestern Pennsylvania region situated within one-mile 
radius of a public school building. There are 7 5 schools that have one or more wells within a 
one-mile radius of the school building. And there are 30 school districts that have one or more 
wells situated within a one-mile radius of one or more of their school buildings. 
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Children are especially vulnerable populations that need our protection. Pound for pound 
children breathe more air, drink more water, and consume more food than adults. Scientific 
studies continue to assess and report on the health impact from drilling operations, including the 
impacts of emissions from this activity. When methane pollution is released from leaky 
equipment to intentional venting, so too are harmful pollutants and chemicals such as benzene, 
which is linked to cancer and other smog-forming pollutants. Not only do these oil and gas 
operations emit methane, they also emit volatile organic compounds, VOCs. VOCs form ozone, 
which is lung -- which is a lung irritant and aggravates those with asthma. High hazardous air 
pollutants, HAP, and VOC emissions, especially near drill-completion sites can impact health, 
including links to heart and lung disease. Particle pollution from the drilling operation also leads 
to increased rates in heart attacks, strokes, various cancers, respiratory disease, such as COPD, 
and asthma. 

As stated in the 2012, Pennsylvania Asthma Burden Report, asthma rates in school children have 
increased over the last decade by 60 percent. For the approximately 15 percent of Pennsylvania 
children that have suffered from asthma, this new standard will reduce industrial pollution and 
help reduce missed school days, severe asthma attacks and hospital visits. 

Pennsylvania's air quality has been diminished for decades, especially southwestern 
Pennsylvania. In fact, the seven county Pittsburgh area has not been redesignated to attainment 
status for ozone exposure by the Environmental Protection Agency, (EPA). Over the last several 
years, there have been many reports, statistics, and additional research released documenting the 
poor air quality in our region. According to the American Lung Association's State of the Air 
report, the region has landed at the 9th worst in the country for year-round measures on fine 
particle pollution, or soot, and the lOth worst for short-term particle pollution, the number of 
days with unhealthy particle levels when air quality is especially dangerous. Pittsburgh metro 
also ranked 21st worst in the nation for smog in ground level ozone. 

It's time to demand cleaner air for our families so that our children can rest comfortably and 
attend schools without coughing or wheezing from asthma triggers such as emissions from these 
gas sources. The proposed control methods are sensible, cost-effective, and already in use across 
the oil and gas industry. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:05AM-
8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 84 
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Comment: A long story short, I have gone out and I have talked to hundreds of people who have 
been affected by this water-well contamination, health issues, loss of livestock. I've documented 
it. A lot of this information has been documented. 

I want to read a story here today by -- it's from one of the families I met in Clearville, Bedford 
County. And I do want to make-- I want this definitely to be on the record. I'm so tired of 
hearing the word "anecdotal" from industry that no one is getting sick and we don't have the 
water contamination, because it's a pack of lies. We have serious problems. I wish you could all 
spend two days with me, and I will open your eyes. 

Anyway, this story-- again, this is in Clearville, Bedford County, Pennsylvania. We have 
pipelines, gas wells, a 17 billion cubic feet underground natural gas storage reservoir on 43 acres 
with a 5,000 horsepower compressor station, 13 injection and withdrawal wells and transmission 
pipelines that went into service in 2009. 

From 2009 to-- from 2009 to 2014, there have been 61 blowoffs and blowdowns. These are the 
ones that we know about. In 2013, there was a major release of 431.5000 cubic feet of gas and 
chemicals, VOCs, released over a two-day period, according to PA DEP records. 

No one in the community living near the compressor station was ever notified. From the time the 
compressor station went into service, we have had health, animal, and environmental issues. We 
are not being protected by our government or the industry that has come into our community 
portraying to be a good neighbor. 

We need testing for the safety and welfare of the community. The people of Clearville have the 
right, under the P A Constitution, Article I, Section 27, to clean air. 

There have been industry releases at well sites that have caused headaches, bloody noses, 
shortness of breath, just to name a few. We keep our windows closed and are prisoners in our 
own home. 

EPA, do the job that you were created to do, protect the people and the environment. We should 
not rely upon any industry to be self-reporting. No industry has the right to be exempt from clean 
air, clean water, safe drinking water, the right-to-know, the Super Fund Act, and the Toxic 
Release Inventory. Wayne and Angel Smith. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
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Comment Excerpt Number: 92 
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Comment: My name is Etta Albright, A-L-B-R-I-G-H-T, and I'm from Crescent, Pennsylvania. 
And I am a citizen, but mostly importantly, I'm a grandmother. This gets rather complicating. I'll 
move this over. 

This gets kind of complicated because we're here to talk about methane, I know. But you can't 
talk about methane without looking at the real big picture. And next to move well above --above 
Pope Francis as far as being the steward -- a representative of the stewardship of our planet is the 
EPA. I hope you take that very seriously because in this climate that we're living in, where we 
have citizens united, where money is playing such a critical role in the decision -making, 
threatening people who are in responsible, professional positions to compromise their integrity 
out of fear for a job and different things, so that's how serious this is. So we know that methane 
is very important as a-- as a greenhouse gas. But I think they've downplayed the significance of 
it because they're trying to present natural gas as a bridge for this energy need. 

And I was privileged to just attend a presentation by Dr. Anthony Ingraffea at Cornell University 
about the myths, really, that are being perpetuated as far as gas being clean energy and that this 
escaping gas -- the methane, escaping methane is -- is 25 times more serious as a greenhouse gas 
and impact on this climate disruption than-- than coal power plants. And the reason for that is 
because there's so much of it, because methane is -- is not as long-lasting. But the volume of it -
the volume of it is -- is the most dangerous thing. So you can't wait. You can't wait ten years. 
You can't wait to make this decision. 

And we ask ourselves what kind of an industry needs exemptions from clean air standards and 
laws? Safe drinking waters laws? Public's right-to-know laws? And any accountability or 
responsibility for their actions. This is how this industry came to Pennsylvania. This is sick. And 
it wasn't -- it was a democratic governor at the time. Governor Rendell. And Kathleen McGinty 
was the-- the Secretary ofPennsylvania's Department of Environmental Protection, when she 
invited the gas drillers to the first ever cultural res (sic) in Pennsylvania. She invited them to 
Harrisburg. In June of2008, she resigned as Secretary in July of2008. And she's nmning for 
public office now. So this goes along with the moral fiber that's driving our country. 

And the EPA -- I -- I read your -- your proposal. It's here. Your news release that was just 
published 8/18/2015. And it scared me because it says the proposed standards that-- this is taken 
out of context. The proposed standards will complement voluntary efforts and were based on 
practices and technology currently used by industry. 

Now, we heard that when this fracking industry came to Pennsylvania. The industry's own best 
practice. They were in charge. And we now see what's happened and what this continuing threat 
is by this-- this human-induced climate disruption --human-activity-induced climate disruption. 
So that's-- that's how serious this is. You can't toy by letting this industry, who --these people in 
industry are no better than you and I with the same human failings. And some of them are very 
aggressive and domineering. 

We saw how Dick Cheney duped the Congress and the United States to attack Iraq. We've got 
these people at the head of industry who really aren't at the foundation of us. Of us in common 
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community. That's been represented in our history over and over again. I have some poignant 
pictures about what industry meant to the people who worked in the mines. 

Oh. Oh, dear, I'll hurry because I'd like for you to see this. This is the copy of the League of 
Women Voters gas shale extraction study in public health. You need to be aware of This is 
about Dr. Ingraffea's presentation at-- at Dickinson University. This-- this composite picture 
really tells it all. It shows how industry has come into the world and taken over the resources and 
leaves us in this very unhealthy dependency. And the caption under here is "what's next?" So 
picture this unhealthy, dependent role where we are many times, and add compressors and 
pipelines, add all of this stuff because this is what our communities are facing in Cambria 
County. The gas industry is trying to sell this to people to lay pipes and be dependent. 
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Comment: Regarding -- I'm going to try to limit more the public health concerns regarding 
methane, since that's what we're talking more specifically today. 

Regarding methane, approximately 40 percent more is released from hydraulic fracturing as 
compared with conventional natural gas drilling, according to data by Howard, other than it 
seems to be there are various estimates. But I think it's something that-- I think it is definitely 
good to focus on. 

There are three main public health impacts that I want to consider regarding methane. The first 
being that methane is a surrogate for other volatile organic compounds. Other people have 
touched on that today. The second is that it's a powerful greenhouse gas. The third is the 
flammability aspect. So I want to focus on each of those. 

Methane is-- basically, it's the most simple hydrocarbon. It's carbon with four hydrogens. There 
are five other volatile hydrocarbons in natural gas that are going to be released with it. And those 
are the ones that actually have known health risks. Methane doesn't have directly -- other than 
asphyxiation, which, I think, one of the speakers mentioned. Other than asphyxiation, methane 
isn't known to have a health risk. The other volatile organic compounds which have been found 
in high levels at sites of natural gas drilling have known both acute and sub chronic and chronic 
health hazards. Seventy-eight hydrocarbons were measured by Mackenzie, et.al. in a 2012 study. 
And they estimated the risks to neurologic, respiratory, hematologic, and developmental risks. 
Those are all estimates based on known prior toxicological data. And those risks-- follow up in 
toxicological studies are limited because this is a pretty new industry. 
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The follow-up studies that I'm aware of are the Gas Patrick (sic) Blood Study. It's an informal 
study, but I think it's --still think it's important. This was released about three years ago. And it 
did find a correlation between distance from a natural gas drilling site and prevalence of 
symptoms. So the further you got away from the natural gas drilling site, the less mucocutaneous 
symptoms in terms of nosebleeds, headaches, and other neurologic symptoms. They became less 
common as you increased your distance from the natural gas site. But I think it's important to 
take into consideration. 
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Comment: The third part, flammability, which I think others have touched on, Osborne et.al. 
looks at 60 private wells in close proximity to natural gas development. They did find that 
methane concentrations were 17 -- 17 times higher, on average, than the wells that were near 
natural gas. So it actually met -- the average methane concentration met the hazard medication 
level recommended by the U.S. Department of the Interior. So that, you know, it is clearly a 
flammability hazard. 

I think the gentleman from Clearville, Pennsylvania touched on a good point about anecdotal 
evidence. I think that in public health, whenever you have a new intervention, you have a new 
sort of thing introduced to the environment, it's going to take time to establish clear 
environmental health risks. So we really need to take a look at anecdotal evidence closely. We 
can't just, you know, shoo-shoo it and say, "Oh, this is just-- you know, not"-- you know, "it's 
not a randomized controlled trial." I think we should look at that seriously. And I think the 
precautionary principle is important to take into account. 

And I'll just read that from the World Health Organization. "When an activity raises threats of 
harm to human health or the environment, precautionary measures should be taken even if some 
cause and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically." In this context, the 
proponent to an activity, rather than the public, should bear the burden of proof. 
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Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Comment: This is --this is not my testimony. This was actually sent here by Alana Tichin, an 
11 year old rising sixth grader from Middlesex Township, Butler County, where I live. 

My name is Michael Badges-Canning. I am from Butler County, Pennsylvania. I am here as a 
representative of Marcellus Outreach Butler. I'm also the green party candidate for Butler County 
Commissioner. 

While I applaud the EPA for considering ways to regulate methane, I don't think you've gone far 
enough. At this critical time, releasing any methane is problematic. 

Further, when it comes to natural gas extraction, methane emissions, to borrow a tag line from 
the industry, "are just the beginning." 

I live in Butler County, a frontline community just a few miles north ofhere. We have ample 
evidence that this industry can't control any of its emissions, despite the stringent regulations in 
place. The presumption by the EPA that new regulations will somehow help them get their act 
together is akin to the magical thinking my grandson expresses when he leaves cookies for Santa, 
carrots for the Easter Bunny, and puts his tooth under his pillow for the tooth fairy. 

Further, we here in the shale fields have little faith in the regulatory agencies that are in our lives, 
the Department of Environmental Protection here in Pennsylvania, which we call "Don't Expect 
Protection," and the EPA, which has bungled a nickname (sic) situation that it is a little more 
than an enabler for the industry. 

What are the consequences of regulating a dangerous greenhouse gas? Let's look at it this way. If 
you have a fever, do you ingest more of the pathogens? I don't think so. 

But the consequences go far beyond methane emissions. In order to get the methane, it has to be 
extracted. And this industry has demonstrated that it can't do that safely. In Butler County, we 
have a community of woodlands that has been without water for almost five years. That tiny 
community, of around 400 acres, is surrounded by over 70 wells, and their water has, among 
other things, benzene and toluene. They've been relying on a water bank run by the White Oak 
Springs Presbyterian Church. Unfortunately, that water bank, which was serving over 50 families 
a week, giving them 20 to 25 gallons ofwater, recently ran out of money. These people are not 
rich and powerful. They're people just getting by. Most of their savings are in their houses, which 
are now worthless. 

In September of2013, I got a call from a mother in Summit Township. She was distraught 
because the Kozik brother's well was flaring. This well was located 500 feet from the playground 
at Summit Elementary, 700 feet from the school, 900 feet from the furthest point in the school. 
When I arrived, I observed a group of children playing soccer on the playground. I was alarmed. 
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So I contacted Southwest Pennsylvania Environmental Health Project and asked, "Am I crazy?" 
"No." They issued a health advisory. 

Any company that would engage in that sort of reckless behavior exhibited by this driller should 
be sanctioned. But, apparently, this is a permitted activity. 

Many of us in the shale fields hope the EPA's air rules for the oil and natural gas industry would 
curtail dangerous frack practice of flaring. The implementation of green completion was cheered 
by many. However, the night before last, while attempting to view the Super Blood Moon and its 
eclipse, my eyes were yanked to the north where I observed an ominous, oscillating red glow on 
the horizon. My wife, Karen, and I jumped in our car hoping against hope, that it wasn't the 
Cratty well flaring a few hundred yards from where our granddaughter was sleeping. It was. 

Closer reading of the air rules is instructive. It states in part, "to ensure that smog forming 
volatile organic compounds are controlled without slowing natural gas production." Indeed, 
poisoning people in the planet is permissible, if to act to protect people in planet would hurt 
production. 

Regulation of methane -- when my grandson tells me about unicorns, I nod and smile and marvel 
at the innocence of a four year old. 

I would like to close with a quote from Wendel Berry. "We're destroying our country. I mean, 
our country itself Our land. This is a terrible thing to know. But it is not a reason for despair 
unless we decide to continue the destruction. If we decide to continue destruction, that will not 
be because we have no other choice. This destruction is not necessary. It's not inevitable except 
by our own submissiveness, we make it so. We Americans are not usually thought to be 
submissive people. But, of course, we are. Why else would we allow our country to be 
destroyed? Why else would we be rewarding its destroyers?" Why else would we call -- "Why 
else would we all, by proxies, we have given to greedy corporations and corrupt politicians we 
participate in its destruction?" 

Most of us are still too sane to piss in our own cistern, but we allow others to do so. We reward 
them for it. So, in fact, the ones who piss in our cistern are wealthier than the rest of us. How do 
we submit? By being not radical enough. Or by not being thorough enough, which is the same 
thing. Ban fracking. Thank you. 
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Comment: My name is Randy Sargent. I'm a scientist at Carnegie Mellon University's green lab 
here in Pittsburgh. I'm grateful for the opportunity to speak to you today. And I'm grateful 
especially at EPA's proposed rules to the methane emissions. I'm strongly in favor of limiting 
methane emissions. 

A very significant infraction of the United States country is being shown to climate changing and 
greenhouse gases in the earth's atmosphere comes from the methane emissions due to human 
activity. The largest source of that emission in the United States is oil and gas extraction. Simply 
put, if we extract nothing from the ground, we let some of it leak into the atmosphere. 

Two years ago, Miller et.al surprised us with news that direct measurements of methane 
indicated that fossil fuel extraction was actually leaking around five times as much methane as 
official estimates have previously claimed. Five times. How could this be happening and how 
could we take action to reduce these leaks? That's precisely why the discussion today is so 
important. So thank you for having them. 

There's no economic benefit to leaking methane when extracting gas and oil. Instead it causes 
lung problems. Let's start with climate change. It increases extreme weather events such as 
droughts, floods, heat waves, cold waves. There are large costs across many sectors adversely 
affecting transportation, infrastructure, water infrastructure, direct down Utica flooding, 
mitigation to prevent flooding, additional energy use due to temperature extremes, loss of trees 
that attract disease, increased health care costs, to name a few. 

Higher over winter temperatures are increasing the ranges of some harmful insects, for instance, 
the prevalence of Lyme disease here in the east. In the past decade, we've seen a seven-fold 
increase in Lyme disease here in Allegheny County. And killing lots of large spots of trees in the 
western states due in part to these infestations. 

More globally, we see similar costs at larger scale. Leaking gas here in the United States impacts 
climate across the globe. Living in the United States, we see the difficulties that farmers today in 
California or Texas have coping with droughts. The United States is relatively robust to these 
problems. 

Let's contrast with the drought in Syria, which started in 2007. When crops failed, we had 1.5 
million people, that's about seven percent of the country's population, moved from farmlands to 
the cities, concluded by the recent research done by Kelley, et.al. Quote, "There is evidence that 
the 2007-2010 drought contributed to conflict in Syria. It was the worst drought in the 
instrumental record causing widespread crop failure and mass migration of farming families to 
urban centers. Century-long observed trends of precipitation, temperature, and sea-level pressure, 
supported by climate model results, strongly suggest that anthropogenic forcing "in human 
caused climate change" has increased the probability of severe and persistent droughts in this 
region, and has made the occurrence of a three-year drought as severe as that of 2007-2010, two 
to three times more likely than by natural variability alone. We conclude that human influences 
on the climate system are implicated in the current Syrian conflict," end of quote. 
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The humanitarian cost of the civil war in Syria has been very high. Over a quarter of a million 
people dead, over three million refugees, now spilling economic costs into the rest of the world. 

We know with certainty that as we continue to increase greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, 
extreme events like the drought in Syria will continue to increase in frequency and severity. 

Let me switch gears to the side benefit of reducing methane emissions in the oil and gas 
extraction, particularly with unconventional extraction of shale, oil, and gas drag (sic) on 
fracking, methane isn't the only substance leaking. For areas with oil or wet gas extraction, 
heavier compounds leak in some of the same paths as the lighter methane, the BTEX test 
compounds, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylenes are found in high concentrations in fracked 
wet gas and oil and are directly harmful to human health, as you know, causing cancer and a 
number of other direct health impacts. 

A number of studies have shown increased number of problem in proximity to oil and gas 
fracking. Reducing methane emissions from these sites should help to somewhat reduce 
emissions of the heavier compounding substances as well. 

In summary, I strongly favor limited methane emissions and believe we have both an economic 
and the moral imperative to further decrease the emissions of climate change, greenhouse gases, 
and its accompanying pollution. 
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Comment: Thanks very much. My name is Steven Hamburg. I'm the chief scientist at 
the Environmental Defense Fund, where I've lead the largest scientific effort to date quantifying 
and characterize methane emissions across the U.S. natural gas supply chain. 

On behalfofthe EDF and our more than one million members nationwide and 75,000 members 
here in Pennsylvania, thank you very much for having -- for the opportunity to testify at today's 
EPA's proposed -- on today's EPA's proposed standards to address methane emissions from oil 
and gas sector. 

We strongly support the EPA's proposed standards and believe there are several areas where the 
standards must be strengthened to ensure they are rigorous. 
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The EPA's most recent inventory estimates methane emissions from oil and gas exceeded 7 
million metric tons per year, equivalent to the 20-year climate warming effect of 160 coal-fired 
power plants. But recent scientific studies clearly indicate that methane emissions from the 
natural gas supply chain are substantially higher than indicated by EPA's inventory. 

In 2013, in the Barnett Shale region, which was just referred to by another speaker, EDF led the 
largest effort ever undertaken to quantify methane emissions at this regional scale using multiple 
simultaneous top-down and bottom-up approaches. The results made it clear that emissions from 
the oil and gas sector were at least 50 percent higher than estimates based on the EPA 
greenhouse gas inventory. EPA's inventory of methane emissions provides a solid estimate of 
many of the components and factors considered. Yet, there are several important factors not 
being considered in the inventory, including the importance oflarge emission sources across the 
natural gas supply chain, as well as significant underestimates of the number of emitting sources, 
such as compressor stations and pipelines. 
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Comment: Each day the oil and gas industry leaks or intentionally flares methane into the air 
from its production wells and natural gas distribution infrastmcture. Their actions make them the 
largest industrial source of methane emissions, releasing 8 billion metric tons per year, enough to 
heat 6.5 million homes. 

Methane is a potent greenhouse gas that pound for pound traps upwards of 80 times more heat 
into our atmosphere than carbon dioxide in the near term. It comes packaged with other 
pollutants which are key ingredients in smog. These industrial leaks are like an invisible oil spill 
happening every day. And the oil and gas industry is getting away with it. 

One recent report predicts that methane emissions will increase five percent in the next five years 
in the absence of federal emission standards. Hopefully, we won't have to confront that future if 
we move forward implementing the EPA's proposed plan and expand it to additional pollution 
sources already in operation. 

Some companies have already taken voluntary steps to reduce methane pollution. But voluntary 
methane reduction measures have not and will not provide our nation's communities and families 
with necessary comprehensive health and environmental protections. With thousands of 
producers around the country, only consistent nationals can ensure the companies have a level 
playing field and people have the protections they deserve. 

15-401 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_ 001544 _ 00002204-00401 



Tackling methane emissions is not just good for health and the environment. It's good for the 
economy as well. These new standards will create high quality jobs in a growing domestic 
manufacturing and service sector. According to a new report, there are dozens of companies with 
locations in nearly every state already manufacturing, selling and supporting the proven and cost
effective methane controls available today to address this problem. The efforts in Colorado 
among energy companies, environmental groups, and state legislature --and state legislators 
showed us that we can work together to find common sense rules to directly limit methane 
emissions. It is shocking that in that-- coming from that collaboration, as we expand these 
proposed rules to a more national level, that we would now see opposition to it. When we know 
that we can work together to reduce methane emissions and protect people's health and the 
environment. 

There must be no delay for the EPA's new methane pollution standard that will protect 
Americans with low-cost safeguards that already exist to plug the leaks and stop the pollution. 
Clean Water Action encourages the EPA to finalize these sensible protections and put similar 
prevention measures in place with existing facilities, which under the current plan, will be 
allowed to continue leaking and flaring methane into the atmosphere. Thank you. 
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Comment: Methane is a potential -- it's a potent greenhouse gas, 84 times as potent as a single 
molecule of carbon dioxide during the time it remains in the atmosphere, which means, it's a 
very powerful contributor to the overall threat of climate change. 

I would also mention that we're now seeing methane leaking from the tundra. We're seeing 
methane leaking from the East Siberian Sea and from other clathrate systems around the planet. 
So we're-- methane is going to become a big actor, both human-emitted methane as well as 
natural methanes that are now being released in a very dangerous way because of the 
overwarming of our planet. Methane emissions from oil and gas alone contribute about 25 
percent of the total manmade global warming that we're experiencing today. Methane pollution 
also poses a significant threat to public health as a ground level ozone precursor. Methane from 
gas and oil industry also comes packaged with other volatile organic compounds, which are key 
ingredients to ground level ozone or small damage as well as a number of air toxins, including 
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene. Smog is associated with numerous serious health 
effects, including asthma, increased respiratory problems, permanent lung damage, and early 
death from respiratory and cardiovascular threats. 
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Air toxics are known or suspected to cause cancer and other serious health problems. Our most 
vulnerable populations, young people with asthma and seniors with respiratory disorders cannot 
face another day without proper regulation of methane as a pollutant. 

In every scenario that I've looked at, unregulated methane leakage from gas development causes 
gas to be a little better than coal, if at all, for climate change. 
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Comment: My name is Jacqueline Smathers. And my concern for my three children and the 
other 3,200 children who attend the Mars Area School District is what brought me here today to 
speak in support of the proposed EPA methane regulations. 

The catalyst for my involvement in this issue was the announcement of plans by Rice Energy to 
place six unconventional gas wells six-tenths of a mile from Mars Area School campus where 
3,200 children, including my own, congregate daily. Upon this announcement, a group of parents 
got together to research what these wells would mean for the children of the Mars Area School 
District. We formed what is now called Mars Parent Group. 

At the start of this process, we optimistically tried to verify the industry's claim that setting up 
industrial sites in residential areas and so close to our children's schools is safe. But we found 
research -- research to support that claim to be illusive. In fact, alarmingly absent. To use words 
of Dr. Jerome Paulson, the claims of safety were based on wishful thinking. Instead, we found an 
overwhelmingly base of scientific evidence showing the oil and gas industry is polluting our air 
with methane and fugitive emissions. Even so, this industry continues to be permitted to 
industrialize our residential communities and expose Pennsylvania families to industrial accident 
risks and toxic air pollutants. 

Through our research of all available information, my eyes were immediately opened to the huge 
issues we are facing here in Pennsylvania, with over 10,000 wells permitted, and projections of 
196,000 to be drilled. 

Methane emissions have a big impact not only on climate change but also children's health. 
Studies right here in P A have shown that families living near a heavy oil and gas development 
have lower birth weight babies, higher incidents of asthma, stillbirth, and cancer in children ages 
zero to five years, when compared to the rest of P A children. 
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Over 380 unconventional gas wells and over 40 compressor stations operating within a one-mile 
radius of Southwestern Pennsylvania public schools. We are surrounded by gas development 
where we live, work, learn, and play. 

Despite industry protests, we can enact change to better protect the air we breathe from this 
pollution. 

Since industry opposition was voiced, when lawmakers called for the removal of lead from 
gasoline to protect public health-- similar industry opposition was voiced when lawmakers 
called for the removal of lead from gasoline to protect public health. Thanks to unleaded 
gasoline, the Clean Air Act and catalytic converter, we saw methane emissions from passenger 
cars fall by 77 percent from 1990 to 2009. 

Parents like myself feel abandoned by our elected representatives of regulators. We have been 
left to forge ahead on our own to protect our children from these hazards. There has been no 
health, no interest from government agencies at the local or state level in helping us truly protect 
our families, and this must change. We are asking for your help. 

Eliminating methane emissions from new and existing development is the first of many giant 
leaps that we must take to protect our children from exposure to the oil and gas industry. Our 
nation's most precious resource is truly our children. Please don't delay and put the next 
generation in the position of looking back and wondering why we didn't act when we had the 
evidence and opportunity to do so. Too often we regrettably learn from hindsight. This does not 
need to be the case with these regulations. Right now, there's an overwhelming scientific basis, 
the environmental urgency, and a clear opportunity to take action with conviction and foresight. 
Thank you. 
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Comment: I am the Western Pennsylvania field organizer for Moms Clean Air Force. Moms 
Clean Air Force thanks the EPA for the opportunity to comment. Moms Clean Air Force is a 
nonprofit and non-partisan environmental organization with over 570,000 members nationally; 
and approximately 30,000 members in Pennsylvania. We are a community of parents fighting for 
clean air and healthy kids. And our mission is to arm our members with reliable information and 
solutions through online resources, articles, action tools, and on the ground events. As a 
representative of Moms Clean Air Force, I am delivering these notecards signed by 
Pennsylvanians supporting strong standards limiting pollution from oil and gas operations. 
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I am a trained biomedical research scientist with a doctorate in Molecular Genetics and 
Microbiology. As a graduate student and postdoctoral researcher, I've read numerous primary 
research studies and comprehensively analyzed copious amounts of data to form and be able to 
defend independent conclusions. I designed experiments utilizing a model system to test the 
problem and identify an explanation. 

I also hold a Master of Science Degree in Health Care Policy and Analysis and Management 
from Hines College of Carnegie Mellon University. Here I learned to evaluate multifactorial 
issues from different perspectives and carefully consider social, 
economic, and public health approaches to significant public policy issues. Mostly importantly, I 
am a mother to a wonderful one-year-old daughter. 

My remarks to you today reflect my professional preparation and my personal concerns. Modem 
medicine demands physicians to first do no harm. In contrast, we, as a people, are permitting our 
environment to first be harmed and then we look for solutions to alleviate the problem. I believe 
a better approach would be to prevent the harm in the first place. Consider dirty, coal-fired power 
plants to be like cancerous tumors with clearly defined margins in our communities. When 
producing electricity, the power plant belches harmful toxins into the air. And when shut down 
or effectively removed, the air is, in time, returned to an almost untarnished state. The power 
plant or the tumor is excised and the community is healed. 

Now consider fracking wells. They are numerous and have spread exponentially throughout 
Western Pennsylvania. Fracking wells do not have clearly defined margins, as fracking pollution 
spews into our community's water supply. As such, fracking pollution from oil and gas industry 
is metastatic and indelibly enters our water supply. Removing one well does not have measurable 
environmental and public health impacts due to the ten new wells that are developed elsewhere 
in its place. 

My analogy leads me to the conclusion that fracking is similar to the growth of metastatic cancer 
on our earth. This is a regional problem that needs a national solution. Our country needs the 
EPA to enact the strongest possible rules to reduce methane pollution from the oil and gas 
industry. These regulations are critical to holding industry accountable for creating and 
sustaining a serious disease on our shared land. 

Science teaches us to be precise and diligent in evaluating complex problems. Public policy 
teaches us to scrutinize multiple frameworks when considering intricate social issues. 
Motherhood gets to the true heart of the matter immediately and intimately because it is our 
children who will most benefit or be harmed by the actions we collectively take. Thank you. 
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Comment: As a leader in the Christian faith community, I want to thank the EPA for proposing 
to limit methane pollution. I was along with 400,000-plus people who gathered last year in New 
York City to raise the awareness of global climate change. I believe I'm convinced that it is a 
life-threatening issue. Climate change involves melting polar icecaps, rising sea levels. But that 
is just the tip of the iceberg. Excuse my word choice. 

Limiting methane pollution will be a positive step toward controlling an environmental and 
public health problem. I'm here to raise my voice to urge the EPA to act on the new methane 
pollution standard. 

In the biblical account of creation on each of the six days, when God finished the daily work, a 
heavenly voice declared it was good. But on the sixth day, the pinnacle of creation, human 
beings were made and were given the responsibility to care for God's creation that had just been 
newly created. The Creator looked down that day and said, "It is very good." All was peaceful 
and serene until we got selfish. Our greed took over. And being caretakers or stewards of God's 
creation became less and less important as the earth, and all of it is therein, became a commodity. 
Rather than appreciate and care for the earth, humans focused more on what can I get out of it? 
For all of these centuries, earth's natural resources were thought to be boundless. We thought use 
it up. They'll be more. And while we were using it up, we weren't too concerned about the 
repercussiOns. 

I had the honor of being a part of panel discussion this past summer. It was in response to the 
papal encyclical, "praise be to you on care of our common home." I was the protestant 
representative sitting on a broad faith panel that included Buddhists, Hindu, Islam, Roman 
Catholic, Jewish perspectives. This rich, diverse group spoke in unison and expressed 
appreciation and support for the work done by the Holy Father, who so eloquently identified the 
crisis that everyone on the planet is experiencing. 

I quote from the Papal Encyclical. "The earth now cries out to us because of the harm we have 
inflicted on her by our irresponsible use and abuse of the goods with which God has endowed 
her." 

Now, I realize that methane pollution is just one small part of the larger climate change picture. 
But, again, I offer from the Encyclical, "Climate change is a global problem with grave 
implications, environmental, social, and economic, and political. And it is one of the principle 
challenges facing humanity in our day." 

My personal faith believes that the biblical creation account is but a part of a larger living, 
ongoing story. And the God-- the God in which I believe, who on the first five days declared, "it 
is good." On the sixth day took a handful of dirt, molded it in the form of a human being and 
breathed life into it. We inhaled. We exhaled. And it was indeed good. 
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But God may very well be looking down at our current generation shaking His head in 
disappointment. The world grew and became industrialized. We learned to bum things for heat, 
transportation, to generate power, manufacture goods. And when we began to extract fossil fuels 
from the earth, oh, productivity really took off 

I grew up three hours north of Pittsburgh in northwestern Pennsylvania, not far from Drakes 
well. My hometown is in the Allegheny National Forest. That's an area that flourished during the 
early part of the last century. 

To this day, you can still see and smell the remnants of past oil and gas drilling. I believe that no 
care was given, no thought was put in methane pollution. The materials still sit there busting 
away. Methane is still being produced, even more so in current oil and gas drilling. The EPA is 
in a position to put a limit on that pollution. And I urge them to do so. 
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Comment: Anyway, my name is David McMahon. I have some quick handouts of my testimony 
that you may have in front of you. I appreciate you having that. I'm a lawyer. I'm also a co
founder of the West Virginia Surface Owners Rights Organization. Our organization has 800 
dues-paying members, 500 of them own the surfacing, not the minerals. So they get no benefit 
when the driller shows up and say, "We're going to put a pad." If-- sometimes we can stop them; 
sometimes we can't. 

But we do know that other minerals that are often the subject to old leases, offering flat-rate 
royalties, that are converted now. But basically, surface owners. 

I'm also speaking on behalf of the West Virginia Environmental Council. They regret very much 
they could not have a personal representative here. At the last minute, their officers and 
appropriate board members that would be perfect to come, could not make it. The E-Council is 
an umbrella organization for all of the environmental organizations in West Virginia. 

My handout, No. 1, if you kind of search down through these materials, is a list of the members 
of the environmental council for whom I'm also speaking. And, again, I urge the lack of a 
personal representative should not show a lack of support for the strongest possible curbs on 
EPA minutes from well sites. 
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I'm going to speak first on behalf of the surface owners as opposed to the entire E-Council. The 
whole pollutions are affected by air pollution. Whole populations are affected by climate change. 
The surface owners, who do the well pads, are the ground 
zero of pollution. 

If you look at my handout No.2, the first picture, a woman there with Stacy. She and her 
husband literally built this house themselves. Bought some quiet place in the country. I think 
they contracted out the foundation and the plumbing. They did the electrical. They framed it in. 
That's their roof They were there about two years. Then page 2 happened. If you look at page 2, 
if you could still find them in this picture, two years later now. 

The 625 foot that I've got marked off here, West Virginia passed some-- the Horizontal Well 
Act a couple of years ago. They said the house couldn't be within 625 feet. You can see that 
some surface owners still need lots of protection because that isn't nearly enough. 

Also, that Act had studies that the legislators were supposed to follow up on with our local DEP. 
That never happened. 

But the third page is a different pad. I represent these people who tried to keep that pad from 
coming on them. This is -- nine wells were drilled on this pad. A total of 9. 7 miles, a horizontal 
well pad. Well bores were drilled from this pad on my clients. 

According to the driller's permit, that -- that well pad has a potential of emitting 92 tons of 
VOCs, volatile organic compounds. 40 tons per year of other pollutants that are subject to the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 26,000 tons of greenhouse gases and 8 tons per year of 
hazardous air pollutants. That's after the treatment that is required by the permit that you see 
there on that pad. 

The point that I want to make most strongly is money should not be an issue. They can afford 
this. As West Virginians, we certainly do not want their oil and gas industry. We don't want them 
not make the same mistakes with the oil and gas industry that we made with the coal industry. 
This left behind a legacy of environmental problems, acid mine drainage, and poor health issues. 
We don't want the same thing to happen for poor health and air pollution, et cetera, with oil and 
gas. 

Page 4 of that last one-- I'm sorry, it actually folds out. I forgot. On page 4 of the handout, 
there's a map that shows the horizontal wells that are drilled from my client's pad like that. All of 
the red lines are the wells that were drilled. 

Page 5 shows that the company that drilled them said there would be 1,688 cubic feet of gas 
generated from every foot of horizontal well pad. So if you multiple that out, I assume three 
dollars for Mcm, which is a little high now, you get -- remember, the estimated ultimate recovery 
from the wells on this one pad, over the life of the wells, $250 million. A quarter billion dollars 
of gross -- of gas that's going to be generated from this one well pad. There are lots of pads out 
there. 
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I did a separate analysis of another case where I determined that the Marcellus Shale gas is worth 
$85,000 per acre in, for example, Marshall County, West Virginia. That doesn't include the 
liquids that they also sell. And I've seen some royalty statements that show that people making as 
much money on that. So whatever is required, no matter what they say, the drillers can afford it. 

My third handout is a set of pictures taken by members of the Environmental Council that shows 
actual pollution. The first page is -- that's a completed site with a dehydrator on site. That's an air 
permit. That's the pollution that's coming off Oh, I see red. I'm sorry. You can view the rest of 
the pictures yourself I appreciate that. 

I just wanted to say theE-Council and the West Virginia surface owners rights organization are 
the strongest possible controls on methane and other emittents from gas pads and other 
equipment. Thank you very much. 
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Comment: This country is a member of Arctic Council. We're losing all the glaciers on earth. 
There's these bodies of science. We need to cut back on the two main greenhouse gases. Last 
year I was testifying on C02, and I didn't realize how awful methane was and how awful 
fracking is affecting people's lives, taking their lives away. 

I-- I am 76, and somebody told me when I was 75, I could say anything that I want. So I want 
you to do the deal. Okay. I spent two-thirds of my life in Cleveland, Ohio and the last third as a 
resident of Columbus. Last year, I said, can you hear me? You agreed that you can hear me. 

I worked over four decades in the Clinical Laboratory of Scientists in chemistry, immunology 
and nuclear medicine. My chronic bronchitis is attributable from harmful pollution from smog, 
chemicals, and particulates in our environment. 

When OSHA made directives for laboratory chemicals way back in the '70s, or maybe the '60s, 
benzene, toluene and xylene had to be documented. And then along came Dick Cheney and 
altered the Clean Air Act and Clean Water Act, and he altered-- I read Robert Kennedy, Crimes 
Against Nature. And these co-pollutants, released with methane in the fracking process, are the 
dangerous polluters in the gas and oil drilling emissions that damage air quality, threaten the 
health and well-being of the public, and contribute to climate change. The co-polluters are the 
volatile organic compounds, called VOCs, that cause permanent lung damage and early deaths. 
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And from respiratory-- from respiratory and cardiovascular causes. This has been mentioned by 
RNs today. 

The air toxics from the oil and gas industry drilling caused cancer. The chemicals also enter 
water tables and streams and make water unusable. These are intangible memories --measures of 
our past failure to regulate methane and the whole fracking process. These are escaping from 
hydraulic fracturing drilling. This methane, the primary component of fracking as the -- is 
invisible and odorless. And it's the worst greenhouse gas, and 84 times more potent than carbon 
dioxide. Which climate scientists say is the most critical -- this is the most -- the 20-year period 
is most critical time to keep emissions at bay. Pound for pound, the comparative impact of 
methane on climate change is 25 times greater than carbon dioxide over a 200 -year period. 
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Comment: As you know, over the past few years, Pennsylvania has greatly increased its 
production of natural gas, the primary ingredient ofwhich is methane. Although it is true from a 
carbon dioxide emission standpoint, natural gas is cleaner than coal, Pennsylvania's other large 
energy source. Unfortunately, as we know, there's a catch. Natural gas may not increase our 
state's C02 emissions, but it does increase our methane emissions. 

Both C02 and methane are greenhouse gases. Thus, they both impact human-induced climate 
change. As it turns out, in the moment, methane doesn't stay in the atmosphere nearly as long as 
C02. It is a far more potent greenhouse gas than C02. In fact, methane is 84 times as powerful 
as C02 during the time it remains in the atmosphere. That means that even if you fully 
implement policies, such as the recently finalize Clean Power Plan, that intends to reduce our 
C02 emissions, if you continue business as usual with methane emissions, we have gotten 
nowhere. 

Methane emissions from the oil and gas industry contribute about quarter of the total manmade 
global warming we are experiencing today. 

Methane is the second most prevalent greenhouse gas emitted in the United States from human 
activities, and nearly 30 percent of those emissions come from oil production and the production 
of-- transmission and distribution of natural gas. 
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In 2013, oil and gas sources emitted over 7.3 million metric tons of methane, equivalent to C02 
emissions from over 160 coal-burning power plants. And these emissions are projected to 
significantly increase over the next decade without actions to lower them. 

Methane pollution poses a significant threat to public health and is a potent contributor to climate 
change. Until now, the oil and gas industry has been allowed to dump methane pollution and 
other harmful emissions into the air without limit. It is time for the oil and gas industry to clean 
up its act and stop jeopardizing the health and the welfare of our communities. 

Reducing methane emissions will also reduce emissions are harmful pollutants that come 
packaged with the methane and drain our public health. Those pollutants include volatile organic 
compounds, or VOCs, which are a key ingredient in ground level ozone or smog, as well as a 
number of air toxics. Smog is associated with numerous serious health effects, including asthma 
attacks, increased respiratory problems, permanent lung damage, and early death from 
respiratory and cardiovascular causes. Asthma is also a serious issue, particularly in the 
Pittsburgh area, where the air quality is quite poor. It's always ranked very low. And air toxics 
are known or suspected to cause cancer and other serious health problems. Our most vulnerable 
population is like young people with asthma or seniors with respiratory disorders can no longer 
afford for there to be no national limits on methane emissions from the oil and gas industry. 
Setting methane standards will force the dirty polluters, rather than our communities, to pay for 
the cost of their emissions. 
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Comment: As Lutheran Christians, we understand that we are called to protect the earth and to 
care for our most vulnerable brothers and sisters. We have a moral obligation to our neighbors 
who suffer now from the effects of climate change which are exacerbated by methane pollution. 
We are accountable also to future generations by implementing the strongest possible standards 
to plug the leaks and stop the pollution as swiftly as possible. 

We speak out of concern for the populations most adversely affected by toxic air pollutants that 
is emitted from the scene (sic) equipment that leaks methane. The proposed standards would 
simultaneously reduce methane and toxic air pollutants that can cause serious health problems, 
including cancer, asthma, and other respiratory illnesses in neighboring communities. These 
impacts fall heavily on vulnerable groups like children, the elderly, of communities of color, as 
well as among workers in the gas industry. Our communities across the country are impacted by 
this toxic pollution and are suffering and cannot afford the delay. 
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Methane pollution controls would help protect the health of our communities located near oil and 
gas development by simultaneously cutting smog-forming and cancer-causing pollutants from 
the oil and gas sector. Low-cost technologies are already commercially available to cut methane 
emissions from leaking and venting equipment at oil and gas facilities, and these methane
pollution controls also help companies cut energy waste. Stopping the leaks is common -- is just 
common sense and good stewardship of resources. 
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Comment: We really need stronger protections to ensure a healthy future for all living creatures, 
and many flora and fauna species are already having to adapt to the warmer world. Continuing to 
allow greenhouse gases continue with industry going about business-as-usual only worsens this 
problem. 

It is already known that methane is highly potent greenhouse gas and in fact, you've heard this 
many times a day, 86 times as powerful as carbon dioxide over the 20-year timeframe. Methane 
is a powerful contributor to climate change. In 2013 alone, oil and gas sources emitted over 7.3 
million metric tons of methane. This is one year. This is equivalent to the carbon dioxide 
emissions from over 160 coal-burning power plants. And this one year of 2013, methane also 
accounted for about ten percent of all U.S. greenhouse gas emissions from human activities, 
according to the EPA web site. 

With less methane in the atmosphere, we also reduce risks. According to the U.S. Department of 
Energy, the most significant health hazard, which I haven't really heard this talked about too 
much today, is actually the highly combustibility in mixtures of just 5 to 15 percent of methane 
in air which can be quite explosive. Large concentrations of methane in close areas lead to 
suffocation with those large amounts of methane decreasing the amount of available oxygen in 
the air. 

The effects of oxygen deficiency are nausea, headaches, dizziness, and unconsciousness. These 
are the effects on normal people. But the risks are even greater for those with health problems, 
especially respiratory. 

Which leads me to my next point. Many fracking sites around the country are located in 
mountainous areas, such as here in Pennsylvania or in Colorado. Here, the air is known to get 
trapped between the valleys. And in fact, our area is known for having some of the worst air 
pollution in the country already due to that air becoming trapped. We're also known for some of 
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the highest rates of respiratory issues, like lung cancer and COPD. Adding more pollution only 
exasperates the problem, while reducing methane emissions will help. 

So I'm actually going to flip a little bit here. The air pollution that does escape those valleys can 
travel far. A recent study by research at the University of Maryland looking at hourly 
measurements of ethane and methane, both gases found in natural gas, they looked at in 
Baltimore and DC areas, between 2010 and 2013. While there wasn't much information on the 
methane sources at the time, they found that methane measurements increased by 30 percent in 
that time period. And, ironically, fracking operations aren't found in Maryland or DC, but they 
are in the neighboring upwind states of West Virginia, Ohio and Pennsylvania where fracking 
was booming during this period. Note that the researchers also ruled out other potential sources 
of pollution. They also compared their findings with cities that aren't downwind from fracking 
operations such as Atlanta, and these areas did not show changes in their ethane and methane 
emissions. 
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Comment: We realize that this rule addresses emissions upstream from the city gate. However, 
one cannot overlook the importance of reducing methane emissions passively engaging as well. 

Although the past 20 years have seen replacement of antiquated facilities, the distribution system 
is still a significant source of methane emissions. Many locales have cast iron and wrought iron, 
unprotected steel, and impermeable plastic on a 40-year replacement schedule. 

Although cast iron and wrought iron and unprotected steel are being replaced, it still accounts for 
the majority of dangers. Data suggests that the future of methane emissions from distribution 
means going from 32 percent of methane from the U.S. natural gas distribution sector. 

Cast iron pipelines contribute to most of these emissions, despite representing only three percent 
of the miles of distribution needs. 

We suggest that the EPA look into applying a set of control technique guidelines, or incentives 
for areas in which methane emissions passing through the gate are measured above a set of 
magnitude or a percentage glossary. Realizing that in many urban areas methane emissions are a 
complex problem, in general, I'd like to tell you I worked in that industry for 35 years before I 
took this position 10 years ago with Utility Workers Union of America. I installed gas lines. I 
maintained gas lines. I did gas leak detection and everything else. I represent gas locals across 
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the state of Pennsylvania to Florida with their employers, and I can tell you there are a lot of gas 
leaks. They are getting monitored on a daily, monthly, or yearly basis to just sit out there and 
leak day after day because these owners do not want to spend the money to repair them. 

So when we target just the fracking part of it -- you know, we know all about the gas and oil 
industry. But when we're talking about methane leakage, the owners of the natural gas 
companies with the distribution systems, there's a lot of methane escaping every day. And 
employees I represent are sent out there on a daily basis, sometimes just to monitor leaks that 
have been there for years. This has to be addressed. There has to be some teeth put into it. With 
your help, possibly we can address this. Thank you. 
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Comment: In the 2014 Climate Action Plan Strategy to Reduce Methane report, which you 
generously provided for us, it states that global warming, the global warming effect of methane 
is to, quote, "20 times more greater per ton than C02." 

As I understand it, in the international community data is in the 100-year timeframe. In the 20-
year timeframe, however, free methane is between 70 and 100 times more potent greenhouse gas 
than C02. We don't have 100 years to solve this problem. It has to be solved in the next 20 or 25 
years if we're going to avoid irreparable damage. In my own faith tradition, the United Church of 
Christ, this past June, our synod, our national body called for a complete transition away from 
fossil fuels to a renewable energy by 2040. Not the IPCC's number of2080, but by 2040. That's 
only 25 years from now. 

Many U.S. and European religious dominations like my own have called for divestment from 
fossil fuel stock, because to own these stocks, in their opinion, is immoral, because it contributes 
to underlying our national security, it jeopardizes the viability of human civilization, and it 
exacerbates the extension of many species and even perhaps threatens all life on our God-given 
planet. 

And we'll become like Mars, where you see a little bit of water seeping into the dirt or whatever 
it is up there. Methane has an important role to play as a bridge fuel, and there's hope for rapid 
transition to renewable energy because it bums cleaner than coal and oil. Yet plans are daily 
announced in the media for multibillion dollar pipelines that may be built to ship natural gas all 
over the East Coast anyway, and to even LNG terminals, which are designed to export our 
natural gas to Europe and the Pacific Rim. That is absurd. That is, in my opinion, simply evil. 
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Because once we have in place strictly enforced best practices for handling methane and 
minimizing leaks, we should burn it, burn the methane right here where it is located at the site, if 
possible. That's what it's designed for. 

It's a bridge, and you build the electricity infrastructure instead of the oil and gas pipelines that 
go all over the country, which will never be used because we're nmning out of that particular 
resource. We should be converting oil burning power plants to gas burning power plants which 
are located near the source of the methane. Then when we nm out of methane, which is 
reportedly going to happen by 2025, that's when we're going to start declining. 

If we need to depend on fossil fuel energy after that, which hopefully we won't, perhaps, if we 
get the engineering rate, we can convert our gas burning power plants back to coal burning 
power plants, and then ship the C02 effluent back through the same pipelines that we bring the 
methane in and put it 500, 900, 2000 feet below the surface and cap it off back where it was 
originally in the first place. 

I don't favor that solution by any means, because it's unstable -- the earth is simply not stable 
over time. But, nevertheless, if the engineering can be proved solid, then, maybe, if that's the last 
desperate thing we can do, we can do that. Meanwhile, we take all these billions of dollars in 
capital and waste on unnecessary natural gas infrastructure to build a renewable energy economy 
and the infrastructure necessary to ship electricity around the country, which is the way it should 
be. We just need it to desperately avert the collapse of our civilization and our ecological 
systems. 

And just among the simplest, quickest most transparent, most economical way to implement the 
transition, in addition to sound energy policy, which the EPA has been producing pretty well, I 
think, and hopefully it's through a progressive, free-market carbon feed and dividend system like 
the one that is being promoted by a Citizens' Climate Lobby, which will build the economy, 
which will create jobs, and which then will cut methane dramatically and just make it an even 
playing field for everybody, not just for highly subsidized fossil fuels like they are now. So thank 
you very much. I appreciate you taking the time for this. 
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Comment: I feel a little guilty after listening to the prior speakers to -- because Connecticut is 
not impacted by fracking itself, but we are certainly impacted by the shale gas boom and by the 
products of fracking. According to Cornell scientists Tony Ingraffea and Robert Howarth, 
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methane is 100 times stronger than carbon dioxide at trapping heat in the atmosphere in its first 
10 years of release. For years, scientists have been imploring regulators to revise their inaccurate 
underestimates of the damaging effects of methane, and these proposals will certainly help. 

Connecticut is suffering the devastating effects of climate change already. The state spent a 
combined total of a billion dollars repairing damage from Tropical Storm Irene, Hurricane 
Sandy, and then the May 2011 Nor'easter. This year we experienced record-setting heat and 
drought in the spring and then again briefly in the summer. 

In New England and Connecticut, we have what's called a regional greenhouse gas initiative. It's 
been regarded as somewhat successful because carbon dioxide emissions have slowed, although 
they're still going up. But we've slowed them down. And yet our climate is getting significantly 
worse and no one really seems to understand why. The extreme droughts are killing off our 
amphibians and our reptiles and species of plants. The maple sugaring industry is at half of its 
historic length. I mentioned the terrible storms and the droughts. But what's happening in 
Connecticut is that Connecticut is converting hundreds of thousands of customers to methane or 
natural gas. Natural gas, being, of course, 97 percent methane, and is building hundreds of miles 
of brand-new pipeline to carry the methane gas coming to us from the fracking fields of 
Pennsylvania, largely. This infrastructure-- this intrastate infrastructure is an addition to the five 
interstate largely under high pressure pipelines that got approved by FERC. 

They've being built in my state. One which the aid is already under construction, four others 
which are either -- have been proposed or under approval process by FERC right now. But these 
very conversions are what are destroying the climate, because of the myth that natural gas and 
methane is a clear fossil fuel, politicians in my state have been allowing the gas distributors to 
enhance their profits on the backseat of the electricity customers. 

In other words, rate payers. Connecticut legislature passed a law to make rate payers fund gas 
infrastructure buildup both in the state, as well as future interstate pipeline expansions. 

Furthermore, because of this myth that methane is so clean, the Connecticut legislature in 2014 
passed a law allowing gas distributors to leak up to 3 percent of all the methane gas carried in 
their pipelines with total impunity. This is a devastating situation for the climate of my state, for 
our country, and for our planet. The situation must be stopped. 

These regulations that you're proposing will begin the process of protecting our world from 
climate change, but the lack of regulation all this time has created a terrible false sense of 
security, and, obviously, not just my state, but a lot of the country is building up a huge amount 
of infrastructure based on the false idea that methane does not have devastating ecological 
impact. And I'm talking above and beyond fracking. You guys are going to hear a ton about that, 
and I'm not here to talk about fracking. I'm talking about what happens when the frack gas comes 
your way. So in finishing, thank you very much for listening, and I just want to say that I 
appreciate the work you're doing, but I concur with the previous people, there has to also be 
regulation not just on new but on existing infrastructure, like this massive amount of 
infrastructure that's being built in Connecticut right now that the rate payers are funding. Thank 
you very much. 

15-416 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00416 



Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 66 

Comment: While the nation's energy sector has made significant strides to increase the 
efficiency of our natural gas systems in recent years, leaking methane continues to harm the 
economy and the environment. The energy sectors leaks dangerous and wasteful industrial 
pollution like methane, benzene, and other dangerous pollutants in our air from oil and natural 
gas wells, pipelines, tanks, and other equipment. These can be due to accidental releases, but 
often are due to outdated practices and obsolete technology. Leaking natural gas costs billions of 
dollars every year, and nationwide, these upstream activities waste the amount of gas it takes to 
heat nearly six million homes. The energy sector is rapidly expanding without important public 
health and environmental protections, and an urgent action is needed. Technologies are already 
commercially available to cut methane emissions from the oil and gas sector by 50 percent in the 
next five years. 

Without enforceable standards, energy companies have little incentive to improve operations and 
reduce methane emissions from keeping gas in the system, despite the availability and cost 
effectiveness of mitigation technology. 

States are already taking note of the need to rein in these emissions. Last year, Colorado enacted 
policies that reduced methane emissions across these activities, even as the state's energy sector 
expands. 

Many more states could build on this example. But while it's a good thing that states are starting 
to move ahead when it comes to stronger regulation of energy sector methane emissions further 
upstream, such as in extraction, storage, and transmission, we also need strong federal standards. 
It is also vital to reduce these emissions to protect our environment and our communities. 

Pound for pound, atmospheric methane is orders of magnitude more potent than carbon dioxide 
and is the second largest contributor to climate change, estimated at 10 percent of total U.S. 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Tuesday, September 29, 2015; 9:00AM-
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11:55 AM; Public Hearing #2 - Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338 
Comment Excerpt Number: 82 

Comment: The oil and gas industry is responsible for dramatic changes in my community. We 
went from a very rural farm county to one that is filled with truck traffic, chemical and waste 
water spills, impacted waterways and drinking wells, crime, drugs, and, of course, air pollution. 

We are literally surrounded by wells, pipelines, compressor stations, cryogenic and gas 
processing plants, and tank pads. Industrial operations are my new neighbors, not the fields, 
livestock, and quiet we all used to call home. Our family chose to live in the country. 

And at first, we experienced all we hoped for. And then the drillers came to town, bringing with 
them massive industrial operations that seem to have taken over our way of life. No longer do we 
hear cows, sheep, tractors and the general sounds of nature, but we are subjected to the sights and 
sounds of industrial activities. These operations are now near our homes, our schools, our 
churches, near the food we all eat and the water we drink. These operations have no business 
being there. We were inundated with drilling activities so much so that the state department of 
environmental protection cannot keep up. The department simply issues permits without regard 
to location or even correct information on an application. 

I have had to tell them about incorrect addresses and names of sites. It seems to me it is easier in 
Pennsylvania to get a permit to drill than it is to get a driver's license, and in my community, it is 
now easier for a company to construct a compressor station than a feed store. There are no public 
participation requirements as part ofPA DEP's permitting process. Permits for oil and gas 
operations are rubber-stamped via a state general permitting process. There is no public input, 
yet we are living near it. Unbelievably, PA DEP does not consider adjacent industrial activity 
when issuing oil and gas permits. My community is a perfect example of that. My neighbors and 
I have had to provide a list to the PA DEP of all the emission sources in our area for two 
additional proposed massive compressor stations. Why isn't the P A DEP required to consider the 
cumulative impacts to communities like mine? How can regulators assess future impacts to air 
quality if they can't even ascertain or understand current impacts? 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Robert M. Gould 
Commenter Affiliation: San Francisco Bay Area Physicians for Social Responsibility (SF Bay 
PSR) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6819 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: SF Bay PSR commends the EPA's 2009 finding that greenhouse gases, by causing or 
contributing to climate change, endanger both the health and the well-being of current and future 
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generations. In the opinion of SF Bay PSR, the health impacts of climate change constitute one 
of the gravest threats to human health and survival. The 2014 Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC) warns us that impacts of climate-related extremes include alteration of 
ecosystems, dismption of food production and water supply, damage to homes and infrastmcture 
(which includes health infrastmcture) morbidity and mortality from heat, extreme weather 
events, infectious diseases, and ground level ozone, and consequences for mental health and 
human well-being. People who are socially, economically, culturally, politically, institutionally, 
or otherwise marginalized are especially vulnerable to climate change threats. In the United 
States, especially vulnerable populations include children, the poor, the elderly, individuals with 
chronic illnesses, and those with a weak or impaired immune system. 

Methane is the second largest contributor to human-caused climate change, after carbon dioxide. 
Global atmospheric concentrations of methane have increased about two and a half times from 
their pre- industrial levels (about 715 ppb) to 1,774 ppb in 2005 and 1,803 ppb in 
2011. Researchers have calculated that methane contributes 19% of the entire greenhouse gas 
inventory of the United States, and that methane from natural gas systems alone contributes over 
7% of that total. 

Not only does methane represent a significant quantity of the greenhouse gases contributing to 
climate change; in qualitative terms, it is also an extremely potent greenhouse gas. The IPCC 
Fifth Assessment Report estimates that methane is 86 times more potent than C02 as a 
greenhouse gas when considered over a 20-year timeframe. Some estimates range even higher; 
for example, Shin dell asserts that methane is about 100 times more potent than carbon dioxide 
over 20 years. While the precise comparative factor may be yet to be determined, it is critical, in 
considering how strongly to regulate methane emissions, that we base any assessment of 
methane's potency on this 20-year timeframe. Twenty years more closely represents the 
time frame during which the nations of the world must reduce atmospheric greenhouse gas 
concentrations, if we are to stay below the threshold that would usher in a catastrophic climate 
change "tipping point." The 100-year timeframe is simply too long. 

According to the EPA's own figures, natural gas systems are the single largest source ofU.S. 
anthropogenic methane emissions, representing almost 40% of total methane emissions. Methane 
can escape from oil and natural gas systems at various points: during well completion and 
production at the wellsite, during processing, and from high -pressure transmission pipelines and 
related infrastmcture during transport, storage and end-use distribution. (Additional amounts of 
methane are released from abandoned wells.) The amount of methane leakage has been the 
subject of multiple studies. Environmental Defense Fund researchers involved in a group of 11 
studies on methane emissions in Texas' Barnett Shale demonstrated that methane emissions from 
oil and gas operations in the Barnett Shale region exceeded the emissions expected from the 
EPA's greenhouse gas inventory. A 2012 study by Tollefson, conducted in an area known as the 
Denver-Julesburg Basin, where gas drilling is the prominent industry, suggests that natural gas 
installations are losing about 4% of their gas to the atmosphere -not including additional losses 
in the pipeline and distribution system. A study conducted in Uintah County, Utah measured an 
emission rate of methane corresponding to 6.2-11.7% of average hourly natural gas 
production. All of these rates of leakage are cause for grave concern, in that they will offset the 
climate benefits of lower carbon dioxide emissions from burning natural gas over other fossil 
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fuels. A recent study has suggested that if more than 3.2% of natural gas leaks to the atmosphere 
at any point in the natural gas life cycle, from the point of extraction to a gas-fired power plant, 
the electricity produced will have a larger climate impact than electricity generated from a 
relatively efficient coal-fired plant. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Sam Lipson, Director of Environmental Health 
Commenter Affiliation: Cambridge Public Health Department 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6923 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: Climate change poses grave threats to public health. The changing climate threatens 
the health of Americans alive now and in future generations. Growing evidence over the past few 
years has demonstrated the multiple, profound risks that imperil the lives and health of millions 
(AAP, 2015, Luber et al., 2014; Pinkerton et.al, 2013; APHA, 2011; TFAH, 2009). 
Consequently, the nation has a short window to act to reduce those threats. 

To protect our children, our communities and the public, the United States must significantly 
reduce greenhouse gases. Methane is a powerful greenhouse gas. Reducing methane is an 
essential step to reduce the burden of climate change, but the benefits go far outside the impact 
on the climate. Lifesaving benefits to public health can begin immediately. 

Comprehensive methane standards would immediately reduce emissions of volatile organic 
compounds (VOC), which include gases recognized as hazardous air pollutants. Six organic 
hazardous air pollutants dominate the mass from oil and natural gas extraction and can most 
harm human health: benzene, toluene, carbonyl sulfide, ethylbenzene, mixed xylenes, and n
hexane. (EPA, 2015). Benzene and formaldehyde, another hazardous pollutant from oil and gas 
emissions, are recognized as known human carcinogens, while ethylbenzene is considered a 
probable carcinogen (HHS, 2011). 

VOCs are also precursors to the formation of ozone when they react with nitrogen oxides in the 
presence of sunlight. By limiting emissions of VOCs, the proposed oil and natural gas standard 
will reduce the amount of ozone formed in the air and, consequently, the incidence of ozone
related health effects, including asthma attacks, hospital admission and premature deaths (EPA, 
2013). 

Some VOCs are also precursors to the formation of fine particulate matter, PM2.5. PM2.5 causes 
respiratory and cardiovascular harm, lung cancer and premature death (EPA 2009, Hamra, et al., 
2014). Reducing emissions ofVOCs will reduce the PM2.5 in the atmosphere, as well as 
decreasing the risk of asthma attacks, heart attacks and premature death from the PM2.5 (EPA, 
2015). 

Curtailing these emissions would particularly reduce the exposure to those most vulnerable. 
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A growing body of peer-reviewed science indicates that oil and gas development is associated 
with adverse health impacts, including premature birth, congenital heart defects, neural tube 
defects, and low birth weight for infants born to mothers living near natural gas development 
(Casey et al., 2015; McKenzie et al., 2014; Stacey et al., 2015). One recent analysis found that, 
as of June 2015, 84 percent of all peer-reviewed original research since 2009 on public health 
and modem oil and gas development suggested potential public health risks or actual adverse 
human health impacts (Hays and Shonkoff, 2015; Shonkoff et al., 2014). 

People most at risk of harm from breathing these air pollutants from the oil and natural gas 
industry include: infants, children and teenagers; older adults; pregnant women; people with 
asthma and other lung diseases; people with cardiovascular disease; diabetics; people with low 
incomes; and healthy adults who work or exercise outdoors. Many live and work in communities 
near these oil and gas facilities, which are often located near lower income or minority 
communities. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Seth B. C. Shonkoff, Executive Director, Jake Hays, Director, 
Environmental Health Program and Renee L. Santoro Director, Energy Environment Program, 
Commenter Affiliation: PSE Healthy Energy 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6951 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: Climate change presents direct and indirect threats to global public health in the form 
of heat stress, floods, drought, severe weather events, food insecurity, displacement, and the 
spread of disease vectors. It is, by all measures, one of the greatest global health threats of the 
21st century. Yet, as a commission by The Lancet highlights, "tackling climate change could 
[also] be the greatest global health opportunity." 

The most recent climate modeling predicts an increase in the global mean temperature of 1.8° to 
2°C above pre-industrial levels within the next two to three decades, marking a threshold that is 
expected to trigger rapid acceleration of warming and fundamental alteration of the climate 
system of the planet. Carbon dioxide (C02) mitigation alone, even with immediate and extreme 
reductions, will not stabilize atmospheric greenhouse gas emission concentrations in time to 
avoid exceeding this threshold due to the long life of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Methane 
is 84 to 87 times more potent a greenhouse gas than C02 over a twenty-year time frame and has 
a much shorter atmospheric life ( 10-12 years compared to 1 00+ years for carbon dioxide). 
A voiding projected near-term temperature increases requires immediate and substantial cuts in 
emissions of short-term climate-forcing gases, such as methane. 

EPA's proposed methane pollution standard will update new source performance standards 
(NSPS) for methane and volatile organic compounds (VOC) across the oil and gas sector, 
including processing, transmission, and storage. Natural gas and petroleum systems are the 
largest industrial source of methane in the United States, accounting for approximately 35% of 
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total anthropogenic methane emissions in 2012 according to EPA estimates. However, recent 
atmospheric measurement over a variety of oil and gas production fields across the nation 
indicate that EPA estimates of methane emissions from the petroleum and natural gas sectors are 
likely 2 to 3 times lower than actual emissions. Weighted average emissions from these 
measurements indicate that the petroleum and natural gas sectors were responsible for more than 
half the U.S. anthropogenic methane emissions in 2012. Without these and additional methane 
mitigation policies proposed since 2012 in place, EPA projects that methane emissions from the 
oil and gas industry are estimated to increase by 25% in the next 10 years, resulting in dangerous 
near-term warming in our atmosphere. 

The proposed 2015 standards are a much-needed step forward in the larger goal of reducing 
methane emissions from the U.S. oil and gas sectors by 40% to 45% relative to 2012 levels by 
2025, but insufficient to substantially contribute to that goal without additional regulation on 
existing and offshore sources. EPA reports a range of methane savings in 2025 of 307 to 362 Gg 
CH4 under the proposed option (Option 2), or roughly 4% of the estimated emissions from oil 
and gas sectors in 2012 (7,757 Gg methane, includes an estimated 120 Gg methane from oil well 
completions). Reductions from the proposed standards account for just 10% of the total 
greenhouse gas mitigation called for in the Climate Action Plan. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: K. C. Becker, State Representative, House District 13, State of Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: State of Colorado 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7239 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: The oil and gas industry is carelessly wasting millions of tons of gas and leaking 
toxic chemicals into the air that harm health, waste an important national resource and speed up 
climate change. This does not have to happen; low-cost safeguards already exist to plug the leaks 
and stop this pollution. 

EPA has proposed rules that will "help combat climate change, reduce air pollution that harms 
public health, and provide greater certainty about Clean Air Act permitting requirements for the 
oil and natural gas industry." These national rules, like those already in place in Colorado, make 
sense to protect public health and our economy. 

Methane pollution puts Colorado families at risk. Methane releases can be accompanied by 
harmful pollutants that have significant public health consequences. This includes toxic 
chemicals like benzene, which are linked to cancer, and other smog-forming pollutants that can 
create ground-level ozone, which can lead to asthma. Especially susceptible to this are our 
children and elderly population. 

Methane leaks are an unnecessary waste of a saleable commodity. It makes no economic sense 
and is irresponsible for operators to vent or flare a saleable commodity into the air when it can be 
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captured and sold, increasing both private and public sale revenues. Capture makes good 
business sense. 

Methane pollution is threatening the climate. Curbing methane pollution is critical because 
methane is over 80 times more potent a greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide. If federal action 
isn't taken, methane pollution from the oil and natural gas industry is projected to increase by 25 
percent nationally over the next 10 years. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 9 

Comment: Good morning. Thank you for having me. I'm here on behalf of 
Congresswoman Eddie Bernice Johnson, and my name is Amanda Crowe. The Congresswoman 
regrets that she couldn't be here today as she is in Washington, DC. We are here today to discuss 
EPA's proposal to reduce methane, a potent greenhouse gas from one of the largest sources, the 
oil and gas industry. Today's proposal is one piece of the broader effort we need to undertake to 
ensure a healthy environment and future for our children and grandchildren. 

Methane is 20 times more potent than carbon dioxide in its greenhouse gas effect, and as such, 
cutting methane emissions is critical to addressing climate change. This proposal has the added 
benefit of reducing harmful organic compounds which are a precursor to smog. 
Unfortunately, those of us from the Dallas-Fort Worth region are very familiar with the negative 
effects of smog and are accustomed to seeing orange and red alerts warning us about being 
outside because the air is too polluted for it to be safe. 

As a Texan, I know well the importance and the impact of oil and natural gas development in 
this country. Our economy has relied on fossil fuels to power our manufacturing base, 
our transportation and agricultural sectors, and more. And for the foreseeable future, the country 
will continue to develop these resources and technologies to achieve our energy, 
economic, national security, and in some cases our environmental objectives. 

However, we must acknowledge that the development of any fossil fuel resource can have 
a significant negative environmental impact. I'm not speaking about the environment in the 
abstract but about the very oceans we fish, the air we breathe, and the water we drink. These, too, 
have real economic value. While few people get rich from clean air and water, as a former nurse 
I know that everyone benefits from a healthy environment. 
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As a ranking member on the Committee on Science, Space, and Technology, I have heard from 
countless experts about the risks associated with climate change. Record temperatures, 
an increase in heavy rain events, and rising seas are a few examples of what Americans are 
confronting now and can expect to see more frequently in the coming years. The scientific 
evidence shows we cannot afford to wait, but we must act now if we are to see -- if we are to 
stand a chance of lessening the impact of climate change. 

Leaders of the faith community have also been calling on us to address climate 
change. Tomorrow, Pope Francis will speak to a joint session of Congress, and in his recent 
encyclical, Pope Francis notes that climate change represents one of the principal challenges 
facing humanity and that the poor will be disproportionately affected by its impacts. Pope 
Francis also states the very urgent need to develop policies so that in the next few years the 
emission of carbon dioxide and other highly polluting gases can be drastically reduced. 

We will likely hear from some today that EPA regulations are killing the economy and jobs and 
that the proposal won't make any real difference in addressing climate change and that industry 
and the State of Texas do not need the federal government to tell them how to protect public 
health and the environment. As much as some might wish for a world where big 
environmental issues are addressed voluntarily by industry or through the workings of the free 
market or through individual state regulations, we all know from experience it does not work that 
way. 

Instead, we need to listen to our scientists, to our religious leaders, and the American people by 
supporting broad-based national policies that will cut greenhouse emissions because acting on 
climate change is not only an environmental imperative but both in near-time and long-term 
public health and economics imperative, as well. Thank you. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 32 

Comment: Earlier this year, President Obama remarked that we are the first generation to 
experience the impacts of global warming, and we're also the last generation with the chance to 
do something about it; and we are very much feeling the impacts of global warming right here in 
Texas. Of course, in 2011, we went through the worst single-year drought in our history which 
cost more than $8 billion in damage to farmers and let some towns' drinking water wells to go 
dry. 
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Just in May, we experienced the wettest May in Texas history, which led to historic and 
devastating flooding throughout the state costing more than 20 Texans their lives including an 
entire family in Wimberley, Texas, whose house was ripped from its foundation by the 
floodwaters and taken down the river where they met their death. 

I met with some of the families in Wimberley who told me that if it weren't for the screams from 
the family in that house, they would have-- they wouldn't have woken up, and they, too, would 
have succumbed to those floodwaters. 

We also know that global warming is causing the heat to rise here in Texas. A study by Risky 
Business, a project of former Mayor Bloomberg and Treasury Secretary Paulson found that in 
Texas, you know, we know it's hot here. We're used to that, but it's going to get much hotter. An 
average of the last 30 years, we experienced 43 days over 95 degrees in temperature. But by mid
century, we will get up to more than 106 days of temperatures over 95 reaching Arizona levels of 
temperature, and that hotter temperature is going to come with more heat-related deaths. 

The study found that in the next five to 25 years, rising heat from global warming will add 2,500 
deaths-- heat-related deaths going up to 4,500 deaths in the next 25 to 45 years. And we also 
know recent research shows that sea levels while -- they're going to significantly rise if we bum 
the earth's remaining oil, gas, and coal deposits, leading the entire Antarctica ice shelf to melt, 
which would raise sea levels up to 200 feet and putting much of Texas under water, so we know 
that oil and gas are a big part of the problem. They have said today they have taken steps to 
reduce emissions, but we know that recent research confirms that many leaks go undetected and, 
in fact, actual emissions are much higher than we know. 

A study published last month in Environmental Science & Technology found that gathering 
equipment and processing facilities are leaking natural gas at rates eight times of the EPA 
estimates. As you've heard, Texas is not addressing the problem. Our regulators are captive 
regulators and allow the oil and gas industry to get away with very serious pollution problems. 
I've over-- seen them issuing permits to expand the use of flaring. Operators at the Eagle Ford 
Shale flare up to eight percent of all the gas. In some counties, it's as high as 30 percent. So given 
all of the catastrophic impacts we're seeing from the burning of oil and gas, the real solution is to 
leave most of the earth's fossil fuels where they belong in the ground, but we know that this rule 
is an important step forward to help minimize some of the damage. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 27 
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Comment: I'm here to talk specifically about the impacts of methane on low-income 
communities of color. The area I just described is predominantly low income and predominantly 
folks of color. I represent 52 percent of my population which is Latino, 9 percent which is 
African American, 4 percent which is Asian Pacific Islander. 

My district is sandwiched between the greater Wattenberg Field on the north end, the DIA 
Airport to the east, the Suncor refinery to the south, and the Cherokee Power Station also to the 
south. The coal trains come into Denver; put a power plant right through the center of my 
district. Our families are between multiple highways; I-25, I-70, 270, and US-36. 

So when we talk specifically about the impact of climate change and the release of methane, it's 
something that my community knows personally because it happens, literally, in our backyard, 
whether it's the pipeline that's coming from the oil fields down into the Suncor refinery, is the 
refinery itself, or the impact that we've seen from climate-related disasters, specifically the 
unusually strong wildfires and floods that we witnessed here in the West and specifically here in 
Colorado. 

Just about two years ago, we had an incredibly tough flood that impacted southwestern Adams 
County, Weld County, Larimer County, and it was all communities of color that 
disproportionally felt the impact. Entire communities, trailer parks, were wiped away because 
of the flooding. And we know that methane, in the near term, is one of the most heavy pollutants 
for climate change. 

And so when we talk about the rules that we want to be implemented by the EPA, we want you 
to follow the lead that Colorado has set, in setting a very high standard, but we want you to go 
even further than we have or even further than Wyoming or even further than Idaho or other 
states that I've talked to on methane capture and methane-limiting rules. 

For us here in Colorado, we heard a call from the Administration to limit methane in --by the 
Administration to see reduction by 40 to 45 percent, and we want the Administration to actually 
follow through with that commitment. This rule is a first step, but want to make sure that 
whatever comes forward is much stronger so we can actually ensure that the impact that we're 
seeing developed in my community, in the senate district I represent, and for the people that have 
elected me to serve on their behalf that, in fact, we're doing everything that we can to ensure their 
health and safety. 

I want to close with a final note, which is that specifically Latinos in the state of Colorado are at 
disproportionate risk of being diagnosed with asthma, that Latinos living in Colorado specifically 
have a much higher rate of asthma and are much more likely to die than nonwhite Latinos 
possessing an asthma diagnosis. One of the aggravating factors is air quality, and so this is 
something that is incredibly vital for my community and for the people I represent. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: As a mom, I can tell you that I'm very concerned about the impacts of methane and 
smog-forming pollution from oil and gas development, on my family's health, and my health, 
and my future grandchildren. 

As an elected official, I can tell you that the people of the city of Lakewood share these same 
concerns. We are seeing far too many ozone action days on the Front Range, and we see now 
that the Denver area is being bumped up from moderate to nonattainment for ozone pollution, a 
sign that we need to do more in order to try and stop the pollution. 

I believe I mentioned, I'm a 30-year resident. When I moved here in 1984, we had the big, brown 
cloud, for those who have been here long enough, and you actually were told don't go jogging in 
the morning because it's so bad. After seeing it clear up, I hate to see it go backwards. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: I am close, pretty close, to the state line, so I pretty much use Colorado as my 
playground, I guess. I like to jump on my bike, do a lot of playing in and around Durango. And 
the only reason I can do that is because I have asthmatic problems, I guess, if I decided to stay in 
my own state, which is Farmington. And I can't do that because I start losing my breath and stuff 
So I usually bike in and around Durango. And it just seems like something should be stressed 
about methane in my part of the world. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 20 

Comment: I am testifying today to support and urge strengthening of the EPA's recently 
prepared methane standards for the oil and gas industry. Given the rapid growth of oil and gas 
development in Colorado, these rules are critical to protect air quality and public health. 

The issue of air quality and safety around oil and gas drilling sites strikes particularly close 
to home, as there is a large 19-well drilling operation being proposed 2500 feet from one of our 
middle schools and within a mile of three other schools in the school district where my children 
attend school and I serve on the board of education. The proximity of this potential drilling site 
to the neighborhood and schools makes harm mitigation, including methane capture, even 
more critical. 

When methane is released into the air, harmful pollutants that have specific and public 
health consequences are released; this includes toxic chemicals like benzenes, which are linked 
to cancer, and other smog-forming pollutants that can trigger asthma, a risk to our kids and 
others alike. 

I'm proud to live in the first state to regulate methane pollution. I am relieved that Colorado's 
standards and EPA's new proposed rules would cover emissions from new wells proposed near 
schools and residences where I live. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 34 

Comment: There's a lot of misinformation about methane. Methane, like carbon dioxide, is 
found naturally in the atmosphere. It poses no direct health threat. It's not toxic. There's no 
national standard for it, and, when used in electricity generation, provides many clean air 
benefits. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
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Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 37 

Comment: As I'm sure you know, methane is an extremely potent greenhouse gas, with more 
than 80 times the warming impact of carbon dioxide over a 20-year time period. This means it is 
one of the most powerful greenhouse gas emissions contributing to climate change, and this has 
far-reaching implications for not only environmental health but public health as well. As 
someone already suffering from asthma and upper respiratory disease, I know firsthand the 
impacts that poor air qualities and smog and soot-forming emissions and hazardous air pollution 
can have on human health. I do not want this for my future children or theirs, and I'm sure you 
feel the same way about your own family. 

The EPA's newly proposed standards will help reduce these, alongside methane, generating 
immense public health benefits as air quality improves, and acting as an important step in 
addressing climate change on a national scale. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 49 

Comment: What we know is that when it comes to air pollution, women of color and our 
families are often disparately impacted. Increased exposure to pollution has a dramatic and 
damaging impact on women's health. Research shows that exposure to toxic chemicals 
in polluted environments have resulted in women experiencing early puberty, infertility, uterine 
fibroids, and other reproductive health issues. 

This is made worse when you consider the fact that women of color and low-income women are 
less likely to have access to health insurance or quality affordable care to prevent and address the 
health problems that may have environmental causes. 

Methane, as you know, is the most significant driver of climate change in the near term, with 
an impact on climate change over 80 times as potent as carbon dioxide in a 20-year period. Oil 
and gas companies emit 7 million tons of methane from their operations each year, the equivalent 
of 160 coal-fired power plants. These emissions are expected to increase 25 percent in the next 
decade if nothing is done. 

Unfortunately, in the United States and specifically here in Colorado, Latino communities 
are among the first and worst impacted by the climate change and unhealthy air quality that is 
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worsened by methane 
pollution. Many Latinos live in the country's most air- polluted cities; and as methane pollution 
and climate change make our air quality even worse, it is our families' health that is suffering. 

Already 14 percent of Latino children have received an asthma diagnosis, and they are 40 
percent more likely to die from this condition than are our non-Latino white children. It is 
unconscionable for Latino mothers to have to worry about letting our kid out to play, outside, or 
to walk to school, for fear that their health is being damaged by the air that they are breathing, 
both in our neighborhoods and in our communities. 

Also problematic is the fact that Latinas will face greater threats from methane pollution driven 
by the warming of our climate, because of where many of our families work. For example, 
climate-exacerbated extreme heat increases the risk to Latinos, who make up one in four workers 
in the outdoor industries of both construction and agriculture. 

Finally, the issues that we face with both financial stability due to economic injustice also means 
that Latinos in our families do not have the same ability to bounce back after a climate-related 
disaster. One in four Latinos is living under the poverty line. 

This is something that we have to consider as we tum on the news and see that fires are burning 
in California right now, as I speak. It is impossible to deny that the unusually strong wildfires 
and floods that we have seen across the Western U.S. in recent years are linked to the change in 
our climate. 

We expect more for our community. In fact, 85 percent of Latinos believe that reducing air 
pollution is an important issue our leaders need to address. Many Latinos don't have the 
resources to deal with these increased health costs. That's why addressing methane pollution is so 
important to us. 

The good news is that solutions for cutting methane emissions are not only readily available, but 
they are cost effective and will help save a valuable American energy source. This is a win-win 
situation for Latinos and for all Americans, protecting our health, saving energy, and helping 
address climate change. When we look at the impact global warming is having throughout the 
country, it is clear that we simply must do more. 

We look forward to seeing the strongest possible methane standards finalized, alongside a rule to 
limit methane pollution from existing sources, to achieve the full reduction to methane emissions 
that were pledged. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
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Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 52 

Comment: Colorado ranks third in the nation for companies that manufacture, sell, and support 
methane control technologies. It is the home to 19 of these companies, the majority of which are 
small businesses, and four companies in the industry have manufacturing plants in our states. 
These companies equal jobs. 

Our state regulations demonstrate that smart environment policy can go hand in hand with 
economic growth. But remember, when methane is released into the air, so too are harmful 
pollutants that have significant public health consequences. This includes toxic chemicals, like 
benzene, which are linked to cancer, and other smog-forming pollutants. These industrial leaks 
are like an invisible oil spill happening every day. 

We all deserve to breathe clean air, free from toxic ozone and lethal emissions from oil and 
gas production. We can protect our state by adopting strong rules to protect our quality and 
public health and welfare. These rules are a critical opportunity to much-needed commonsense 
protections in place. 

It is our responsibility to protect our community. I love Colorado and believe that we are leading 
the way in protecting our future. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: T. Bacci 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6471 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: Oct. 9, 2014: One small "hot spot" in the U.S. Southwest is responsible for 
producing the largest concentration of the greenhouse gas methane seen over the United States -
more than triple the standard ground-based estimate -- according to a new study of satellite data 
by scientists at NASA and the University of Michigan. 

Methane is very efficient at trapping heat in the atmosphere and, like carbon dioxide, it 
contributes to global warming. 

The hot spot, near the Four Comers intersection of Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico and Utah, 
covers only about 2,500 square miles ( 6,500 square kilometers), or half the size of Connecticut. 

The Four Comers area (red) is the major U.S. hot spot for methane emissions in this map 
showing how much emissions varied from average background concentrations from 2003-2009 
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(dark colors are lower than average; lighter colors are higher). Image Credit: NASA/JPL
Caltech/University of Michigan 

In each of the seven years studied from 2003-2009, the area released about 0.59 million metric 
tons of methane into the atmosphere. This is almost 3.5 times the estimate for the same area in 
the European Union's widely used Emissions Database for Global Atmospheric Research. 

In the study published online today in the journal Geophysical Research Letters, researchers used 
observations made by the European Space Agency's Scanning Imaging Absorption Spectrometer 
for Atmospheric Chartography (SCIAMACHY) instrument. SCIAMACHY measured 
greenhouse gases from 2002 to 2012. The atmospheric hot spot persisted throughout the study 
period. A ground station in the Total Carbon Column Observing Network, operated by the 
Department of Energy's Los Alamos National Laboratory, provided independent validation of 
the measurement. Auroras Underfoot (signup) 

To calculate the emissions rate that would be required to produce the observed concentration of 
methane in the air, the authors performed high-resolution regional simulations using a chemical 
transport model, which simulates how weather moves and changes airborne chemical 
compounds. 

Research scientist Christian Frankenberg ofNASA's Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) in 
Pasadena, California, first noticed the Four Comers signal years ago in SCIAMACHY. 

Natural gas is 95-98 percent methane. Methane is colorless and odorless, making leaks hard to 
detect without scientific instruments. 

"The results are indicative that emissions from established fossil fuel harvesting techniques are 
greater than inventoried," Kort said. "There's been so much attention on high-volume hydraulic 
fracturing, but we need to consider the industry as a whole." 

Coalbed methane is gas that lines pores and cracks within coal. In underground coal mines, it is a 
deadly hazard that causes fatal explosions almost every year as it seeps out of the rock. After the 
U.S. energy crisis of the 1970s, techniques were invented to extract the methane from the coal 
and use it for fuel. By 2012, coalbed methane supplied about 8 percent of all natural gas in the 
United States. 

Frankenberg noted that the study demonstrates the unique role space-based measurements can 
play in monitoring greenhouse gases. 

"Satellite data cannot be as accurate as ground-based estimates, but from space, there are no 
hiding places," Frankenberg said. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

15-432 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_001544_00002204-00432 



Commenter Name: Lois Huff, Chair 
Commenter Affiliation: Sierra Club Coastal Bend Group 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6954 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: Methane releases, escapes, and flarings within the Coastal Bend Group Sierra Club's 
geographic area reached a new high with the development of the EFS for natural gas and oil 
production. Not only were exploration, drilling and production sites allowed to belch and flare 
natural gas for weeks and months on end, but a unbelievable increase in the number of diesel 
engines, from tractor trailer rigs, to oilfield generators, other oil field equipment, and smaller 
trucks and cars on the road put an added burden on the hydrocarbons discharged into the air in 
our region. Add to this the cumulative effects with refineries, and major amounts of traffic on the 
road what with Texas population growing disproportionately fast compared to the rest of the 
USA, and we are looking at a catastrophic synergism - where the total polluting effect is 
disastrously greater than the sum of its individual parts. 

The cumulative effect on Texas of Eagle Ford Shale oil and gas plays include, impact and are 
impacted by these factors about the Coastal Bend area: 

1) We have multiple refineries 

2) We are part of the fastest growing state 

3) We have the 6th largest port in the USA 

4 We have a tremendous number of roadways taking drivers (automobiles, farm vehicles, tanker 
trucks, etc.) to diverse and often very distant locations. 

5) We have tank farms springing up all over the Eagle Ford Share area and pipelines in planning, 
under construction and in use. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 78 

Comment: Methane is a potent climate pollutant. In fact, over the first 20 years after it's emitted, 
methane has over 80 times the climate impact of carbon dioxide. The oil and natural gas sector is 
the largest industrial source of methane in the United States. EPA's most recent 
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inventory estimates methane emissions from these sources exceeded 7 million metric tons per 
year, equivalent to the 20-year climate warming effect of 160 coal-fired power plants. 

The recent scientific studies suggest that methane emissions may be substantially higher. In 
2013, I was part of the study team that measured methane emissions in the Barnett Shale 
using simultaneous top-down and bottom-up approaches. That research, which was published in 
the peer-reviewed journal, Environmental Science & Technology, concludes that emissions from 
the oil and gas sector were 50 percent higher than estimates based on the EPA greenhouse gas 
inventory due to our more comprehensive data on the number of facilities and the inclusion of 
high emission sites. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Lisa Jacobson, President 
Commenter Affiliation: Business Council for Sustainable Energy (BCSE) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6959 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: Clean energy technologies, such as natural gas, renewable energy, energy efficiency 
and greenhouse gas emission offsets, are essential to U.S. environmental objectives under the 
EPA's Clean Power Plan and the Administration's Climate Action Plan and are essential to U.S. 
economic growth. Policies must be balanced, optimizing our energy mix and flexible compliance 
alternatives, in order to achieve these complementary objectives. As new considerations are 
contemplated as part of the EPA's proposed rule, BCSE encourages the EPA to keep in mind the 
important role natural gas plays in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and that a cleaner, reliable 
and more diverse energy system, depends on the ability of energy projects to access readily 
available natural gas. 

Today's energy mix in the United States is radically different from that of a generation ago. The 
2015 edition of the Sustainable Energy in America Fact book- produced for the Business 
Council for Sustainable Energy by Bloomberg New Energy Finance- documents this shift and 
demonstrates how energy efficiency, renewable energy and natural gas are contributing to the 
country's move towards cleaner energy production and more efficient energy usage. Findings 
from the 2015 Factbook include: 

• Natural gas and renewable energy provided over 40 percent of U.S. electricity generation 
in 2014. 

• 93% of new power capacity built in the U.S. since 2000 has come from natural gas and 
renewable energy; natural gas-fired power plants provided 27% ofU.S. electricity in 
2014 up from 22% in 2007. 

• Natural gas production rose 25% between 2007 and 2014. 
• Total energy use fell2.4% between 2007 and 2014, while the gross domestic product 

grew by 8%. 
• U.S. carbon emissions from the energy sector dropped 9% between 2007 and 2014. 
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The Factbook notes the complimentary relationship between natural gas and renewables, as 
natural gas-fired electricity generation can quickly ramp up or down to meet changes in demand, 
and can complement the integration of variable energy resources. This relationship is one way in 
which generators and grid operators are meeting the electricity needs of the country. For a 
complete copy of the Factbook please visit the Council's website. 

As the clean energy trend has taken shape, the U.S. economy has been healthy and the prospects 
are bright. But stable and balanced policies that recognize the contribution of natural gas, 
renewables and efficiency are critical for continued growth in the power generation and 
industrial sectors. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: T. Davis 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6243 
Comment Excerpt Number: 4 

Comment: (2) Methane is being regulated as separate from Volatile Organic Compounds 
(VOCs ). This is because, in defining VOC, EPA has elected to exclude methane. 

(A) EPA limits its definition of"VOC" to those carbon-containing compounds that participate in 
atmospheric photochemical reactions, excluding any compounds the agency has found to have 
"negligible photochemical reactivity" (see 40 C.P.R. §51.100(s) (2014); see also EPA, 
TECHNICAL OVERVIEW OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (2015), available at 
http :1 /www2 .epa. gov /indoor -airquality-iaq/technical-overview-volatile-organic-compounds). 

Among those compounds excluded by EPA's definition are: 

• Methane 
• Ethane 
• Various fluorinated/chlorinated alkanes 

At high concentrations, however, both methane and ethane can (and often do) play a role in the 
formation of ozone. 

(B) Given the capacity of these compounds to contribute to ozone formation, and especially in 
light of EPA's recently strengthened ozone standard, I would respectfully request that EPA 
consider including methane/ethane in its regulatory definition ofVOC moving forward. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Commenter Name: Robert Winkler 
Commenter Affiliation: International Institute for Risk Management, Washington University 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-5348 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: Development of gas leases produces substantial amounts of air pollution. In 
particular, these operations emit large amounts of natural gas, which consists primarily of 
methane. Natural gas and petroleum systems are substantial sources of anthropogenic natural gas 
and methane emissions, with natural gas systems in particular being the largest single source. 
The U.S. oil and gas industry produced 26,000 billion cubic feet ("Bcf') of gas in 2009 from 
both private and public lands. According to a very conservative estimate that very likely 
underestimates emissions rates, 623 Bcf of this was lost to the atmosphere. These emissions 
account for approximately 37% of all U.S. methane emissions. 

Methane emissions occur across all phases of the natural gas production cycle. Emissions are 
both intentional and unintentional, and occur during normal operations, as well as a result of 
leaks and system upsets. While significant uncertainty exists regarding emission rates, 
production likely produces the most emissions from natural gas systems by a large margin. 
Substantial sources of emissions are compressors (accounting for an estimated 15 percent of 
emissions); wellhead facilities, including well clean ups (33 percent) and well completions and 
walkovers (9 percent); fugitive emissions (15 percent); dehydrator vents (1 percent); pneumatic 
controllers (11 percent); pipeline emissions (3 percent); and tank venting (1 percent). While most 
emissions come from natural gas operations, oil operations are also significant emissions 
sources. One report states that 12 percent of methane emissions from U.S. oil and gas operations 
come from liquid petroleum systems. The primary sources from oil activities are field 
production, oil storage tanks, and production related equipment. Specifically, sources of 
emissions are fugitive emissions ( 49 percent), pneumatic controllers (29 percent), tank venting 
(14 percent), combustion and process upsets (6 percent), and refining (2 percent). 

In addition to methane emissions, oil and gas operations' leakage and disposal of natural gas 
causes other air pollution emissions that are harmful to the climate, public health, and the 
environment. While natural gas is primarily methane, it is also approximately 3.5 percent volatile 
organic compounds ("VOCs") by volume. The VOCs emitted include the harmful BTEX 
compounds-benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, and xylene-which Congress listed as Hazardous 
Air Pollutants under the Clean Air Act. There is substantial evidence of harm from the VOCs oil 
and gas operations emit. For instance, one analysis found that 37 percent of the chemicals used 
during natural gas drilling, fracturing, and production were volatile and able to become airborne. 
Further, this study found that the volatile chemicals were likely to be very harmful, stating that of 
the V OCs reviewed "(81%) can cause harm to the brain and nervous system. Seventy one 
percent of the volatile chemicals can harm the cardiovascular system and blood, and 66% can 
harm the kidneys." 

The flaring (combustion) of natural gas also causes harmful air pollution. The complete 
combustion of the gas results in the emission of carbon dioxide and water. Carbon dioxide is a 
greenhouse gas and the principle driver of climate change, so flaring still contributes to global 
warming, albeit at a lesser rate than simply venting or leaking the methane. However, flaring 
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results in other emissions as well, since combustion during flaring is rarely complete. Other 
harmful pollutants emitted during flaring include nitrogen oxides, particulate matter, and VOCs. 
NOx and VOCs are ozone precursors, meaning they contribute to ground level ozone (smog) 
formation. Ozone has serious health effects. It can irritate the respiratory system, reduce lung 
function, aggravate asthma, and inflame and damage the lining of the lungs, and may aggravate 
chronic lung disease. Smog has become a serious problem in a number of rural areas where oil 
and gas activities are occurring. For instance, in 2009, the governor of Wyoming nonattainment 
area. Also, in 2011 alone, the residents of Sublette County had thirteen "unhealthy" ozone days, 
under EPA's current air-quality index, including days when the ozone pollution levels exceeded 
the worst days of smog pollution in Los Angeles. Particulate matter consisting of tiny particles 
suspended in the air also results from flaring activity. Some of the health effects associated with 
particulate matter exposure are "premature mortality, increased hospital admissions and 
emergency department visits, and development of chronic respiratory disease." Sensitive 
populations, include the elderly, children, and people with existing heart or lung problems, are 
most at risk from particulate matter pollution. 

With that said a number of affordable technologies exist which can greatly reduce the amount of 
pollution oil and gas operations emit. Numerous studies and articles, including a 2010 
Government Accountability Office (GAO) Report to Congress, identify many 
different technologies that are available to reduce methane leakage at various stages of oil and 
gas operations. According to EPA data, 40 percent ofvented and flared gas from leases could be 
feasibly captured, representing an additional royalty revenue. According to industry and EPA 
officials, the cost of implementing these technologies is recovered quickly as newly captured gas 
is sold, and as EPA's Natural Gas STAR program demonstrates, in most cases, the cost 
of implementing these control technologies can be recovered in less than one year. 

Examples of effective technologies include: 
-green completions, also known as reduced emissions completions, that capture liquids and gases 
coming out of the well during "completions" using equipment brought to a well site. The 
equipment routes fluids and gases to a tank for separation to enable sale 
of gas and condensate; 
- liquids unloading systems, which are systems installed to lift accumulated liquids in the 
wellbore to the surface, allowing the capture and sale, rather than venting, of methane gas; 
-TEG dehydrator emission controls or desiccant dehydrators that capture methane gas while the 
gas is being dehydrated; 
-dry seal systems that reduce emissions from centrifugal compressors that often leak from the 
seals in centrifugal compressors and the rod packing mechanisms in reciprocating compressors; 
-leak monitoring and repair. 

One recent report found that the implementation of technologies and practices to prevent 
wasteful emissions of natural gas could reduce methane emissions from the oil and gas industry 
overall by 80 percent and generate additional revenue. Also, the elimination of natural gas 
emissions would have the added benefit of reducing VOC emissions significantly, since natural 
gas is usually about 3.5 percent VOCs by volume. Further, the use of these techniques and 
technologies would help eliminate the need for flaring, which would eliminate harmful NOx, 
PM, and VOC emissions. 
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The COGCC must update its regulations as described below in order to improve its management 
of gas and oil development ensure compliance with its statutory duties. New standards will 
benefit owners and operators, as well as the public and the government. Many existing 
technologies can greatly reduce emissions of methane into the ambient air, and are so cost 
effective that their implementation cost can be recovered in a short period of time. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 121 

Comment: I'm Kim Feil from Arlington. In the ERG Fort Worth million dollar air study done a 
few years ago, it said that methane was two to ten times more than the world background levels. 
Now, the EPA says in the NSPS, during the initial flowback stage, there's no requirement for 
controlling emissions from the vessel and any gas in the flowback during this stage may be 
vented. And you admit yourself that your inadvertent NSPS coverage tank where they exceed six 
tons per year could discourage recycling of flowback into wastewater due to the huge throughput 
of these fracking tanks. These are flowback tanks. 

I'm asking you to consider these flowback tanks to be mandated to be pressurized with gas 
busters so they don't vent in our neighborhoods in that the initial flowback stage all the way to 
the separator ready stage because no one is regulating the unknown flow that's emanating from 
the stale waters coming up from the bowels of the earth in our neighborhoods. And we have seen 
those air testing instrumentations doesn't pick up these inorganics and frac chemicals that are 
disclosed on the frac chemical disclosure registry. 

A couple of years ago, that stale water odor came into my home with my windows and doors 
closed and burnt my eyes near the AT&T stadium. Initial flowback needs to go into the tanks 
because no one regulates the stale water odors and collecting all methane release is important. If 
the NSPS is to be protective of public health, then this is relevant to the revisions because, 
additionally, the problem with the EPA discouraging or encouraging recycling wastewater is that 
unintended byproducts of the water treatment disinfectants are not recommended by scientists 
because they can make what I call frac on crack. Think of it how the term norm becomes T -norm 
when man adds his touch, so too, does the flowback waste being recycled under those dangerous 
fracking steins can cause chemical reactions. 

A vner Vengosh, a geochemist studying gas wastewaters at Duke University says that the 
disinfection process generates byproducts if the water contains two components. One, organic 
matter, which is common in many of the streams and rivers. The other component is halogen, 
which means bromide, iodine, that's in our drilling rigs. They did some experiments with halogen 
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that showed a tiny amount of hydraulic fracking fluid mixed with surface water could trigger the 
formation of disinfection byproducts. 

Some components such as hydrogenated trihalomethane which are extremely toxic, are not being 
regulated by the EPA, and this could generate from the reduction of wastewater into drinking 
water utilities. Even the tiniest spill with a small amount of bromide and iodine could trigger the 
formation of these highly toxic disinfection byproducts in drinking water. If the onsite recycling 
cannot remove the fracking stein constituents, then transporting this waste into injection wells 
presents a risk that outweighs the rewards. 

Posted today on SkyTruth, scientists in Siberia are closely monitoring a series of rising mounds 
as a spate of fresh craters prompt warnings of spontaneous explosions in the permafrost 
landscape. They have discovered a mound of soil-covered ice which they believe is set to 
explode at any moment. This is this morning's news on SkyTruth. It's potentially bigger they say 
than the 80-meter-wide crater which sparked the whole investigation last year. Up to 20 more 
have since been identified. Scientists have established these craters are linked to underground 
methane ponds which appear to be warming and releasing gas due to rising temperatures. 

Now there are warnings that the escaping methane poses a threat to nearby natural gas pipelines 
and infrastructures for possibly a chain-reaction event, so the unnatural melting causing natural 
methane releases is out of our control; so all steps to curb manmade methane leaks is more dire 
now than ever. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 120 

Comment: I had prepared statements to make, but from what I've heard today, I'm going to have 
to modify what I intended to say. I don't even know why we're going to continue this hearing. 
We've already heard from the industry that everything they're doing is good and there's no need 
for any further regulations. 

The simple truth of the matter is, if there was any truth to that, we wouldn't be here today. We're 
here because their emissions from oil and gas operations are outrageously out of control, and 
they make no attempt whatsoever, unless it's mandated by law, to do anything about it. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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Commenter Name: Terry L. O'Clair, Director, Division of Air Quality 
Commenter Affiliation: North Dakota Department of Health 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6928 
Comment Excerpt Number: 6 

Comment: Much of the pollution is from a relatively small percentage of sources whereas the 
monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting can be counterproductive in diverting resources from 
these higher emitters. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336, Excerpt 88. 
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15.10 Other 

Commenter Name: Glenn Prescott 
Commenter Affiliation: RK Petroleum Corporation 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6788 
Comment Excerpt Number: 45 

Comment: EPA should withdraw the Methane NSPS and allow the industry to continue to 
address natural gas emissions through best practices. 

Response: Section Ill of the CAA requires the EPA Administrator to list categories 
of stationary sources that, in his or her judgment, cause or contribute significantly to air pollution 
which may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare. The EPA must 
then issue "standards of performance" for new sources in such source categories. The EPA has 
the authority to define the source categories, determine the pollutants for which standards should 
be developed, and identify within each source category the facilities for which standards 
of performance would be established. CAA Section Ill (a)( 1) defines "a standard of 
performance" as "a standard for emissions of air pollutants which reflects the degree of 
emission limitation achievable through the application of the best system of emission reduction 
which (taking into account the cost of achieving such reduction and any non-air quality 
health and environmental impact and energy requirement) the Administrator determines has been 
adequately demonstrated." This definition makes clear that the standard of performance must be 
based on controls that constitute "the best system of emission reduction ... 
adequately demonstrated." 

Commenter Name: W. Jeffrey Sparks 
Commenter Affiliation: Discovery Operating, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6790 
Comment Excerpt Number: 56 

Comment: EPA should withdraw the Methane NSPS and allow the industry to continue to 
address natural gas emissions through best practices. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6788, Excerpt 45. 

Commenter Name: Rick D. Davis, Jr. 
Commenter Affiliation: Midland Energy, Inc. and Petroplex Energy, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6801 
Comment Excerpt Number: 45 

Comment: Recommendations: 1. EPA should withdraw the Methane NSPS and allow the 
industry to continue to address natural gas emissions through best practices. 
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Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6788, Excerpt 45. 

Commenter Name: Bradley C. Cross, President/Partner 
Commenter Affiliation: Big Star Oil & Gas, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6757 
Comment Excerpt Number: 55 

Comment: Finally, I request that you respond to each of the comments in this letter before 
adoption of any final rule. 

Response: In the process of developing the final rule, we fully considered all comments received 
during the public comment period. We responded to the comments either in this document or in 
the preamble to the final rule. 

Commenter Name: Glenn Prescott 
Commenter Affiliation: RK Petroleum Corporation 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6788 
Comment Excerpt Number: 56 

Comment: Finally, we request that you respond to each of the comments in this letter before 
adoption of any final rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6757, Excerpt 55. 

Commenter Name: W. Jeffrey Sparks 
Commenter Affiliation: Discovery Operating, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6790 
Comment Excerpt Number: 55 

Comment: Finally, we request that you respond to each of the comments in this letter before 
adoption of any final rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6757, Excerpt 55. 

Commenter Name: Josh W. Luig 
Commenter Affiliation: Veritas Energy, LLC 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6797 
Comment Excerpt Number: 57 
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Comment: Finally, we request that you respond to each of the comments in this letter before 
adoption of any final rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6757, Excerpt 55. 

Commenter Name: Rick D. Davis, Jr. 
Commenter Affiliation: Midland Energy, Inc. and Petroplex Energy, Inc. 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6801 
Comment Excerpt Number: 56 

Comment: Finally, we request that you respond to each of the comments in this letter before 
adoption of any final rule. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6757, Excerpt 55. 

Commenter Name: Theresa Pugh 
Commenter Affiliation: Interstate Natural Gas Association of America (INGAA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6872 
Comment Excerpt Number: 35 

Comment: EPA Should Incorporate by Reference INGAA's Prior Comments on EPA's 
Methane White Papers. 

INGAA submitted comments in response to EPA's White Papers in 2014 and asks that those 
comments and the cost analyses be incorporated by reference. 

Response: The comments submitted in response to the EPA's white papers are in the project 
docket and are a matter of record. 

Commenter Name: Alvyn A. Schopp, Chief Administration Officer and Regional Vice 
President and Treasurer 
Commenter Affiliation: Antero Resources Corporation 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6935 
Comment Excerpt Number: 3 

Comment: Similarly, USEPA must balance the interests of the environment with those of the 
regulated community and the economy to insure the health and safety of the citizens while also 
fostering a healthy business environment that insures and secures the many benefits brought to 
the nation by the development of domestic natural gas and oil resources. The continued 
development of domestic sources of oil and natural gas in a safe and environmentally sound 
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manner is in the best interest of the nation and its citizens by providing low cost energy to both 
business and the public. 

In order to move toward these common goals, among the most basic needs of the industry is a 
regulatory program that provides certainty in its permitting terms, timelines, and enforcement 
while not curtailing development or raising costs. It is of the utmost importance that any rule
making be fair in its development and not favor one type of energy source over another. The 
current policy of this administration is that an "all-of-the-above" approach to energy sources 
must be taken. Antero appreciates the agency's efforts to solicit and consider stakeholder 
comments in this rulemaking process and urges the agency to continue to strive for regulations 
that balance environmental and economic considerations. 

The default carbon dioxide emission factors established in the Mandatory Greenhouse Gas 
Reporting rule ( 40 CFR § 98, Subpart C, Table C-1) demonstrates that natural gas combustion 
produces about 50% less carbon dioxide than as generated by coal combustion (53 kg/MMBtu 
for natural gas compared to 93 to 104 kg/MMBtu for various coal types). Moreover, the Final 
Clean Power Plan (80 FR 64524, October 23, 2015) reports that: 

"Between 2000 and 2013, approximately 90 percent of new power generation 
capacity built in the U.S. has come in the form of natural gas or renewable energy 
facilities. In 2015, the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA) projected 
the need for 28.4 GW of additional base load or intermediate load generation 
capacity through 2020, with approximately 0.7 GW of new coal fired capacity, 
5.5 GW of new nuclear capacity, and 14.2 GW of new NGCC [natural gas 
combined cycle] capacity already in development." 

Based on these trends, the projected increase in natural gas power generation over time is 
expected to result in lower emissions of carbon dioxide from the electric utility industry. 

Response: The EPA used the National Energy Modeling System (NEMS) to estimate the 
impacts of the proposed rule on the United States energy system. The NEMS is a publically
available model of the United States energy economy developed and maintained by the 
Energy Information Administration of the DOE and is used to produce the Annual Energy 
Outlook, a reference publication that provides detailed forecasts of the United States 
energy economy. 

The NEMS-based analysis estimates that natural gas and crude oil drilling levels decline slightly 
over the 2020 to 2025 period under the final NSPS relative to the baseline. Crude oil production 
does not vary appreciably under the rule, while natural gas production declines slightly over the 
2020 to 2025 period relative to the baseline. Crude oil wellhead prices for onshore lower 48 
production are not estimated to change appreciably over the 2020 to 2025 period. However, 
wellhead natural gas prices for onshore lower 48 production are estimated to increase slightly 
over the 2020 to 2025 period relative to the baseline. Net imports of natural gas are estimated to 
decline slightly in 2020 and in 2025 relative to the baseline. Crude oil net imports are estimated 
to increase slightly in 2020 but decrease slightly in 2025. Net imports of crude oil do not change 
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appreciably over the 2020 to 2025 period relative to the baseline. See section IX.D of the 
preamble to the final rule for more detail regarding this issue. 

Based on these results, the EPA does not expect the final rule to impose an undue burden on the 
industry, significantly raise energy prices, nor favor one type of energy source over another. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 55 

Comment: My fourth point. We urge EPA not to get in the way of this success story by 
developing one-size-fits-all regulatory solutions. Our industry is big. It's complex, and operations 
vary substantially across the nation. As we learned in the development of the 2012 NSPS rule, 
EPA should exercise caution in the development of these rules to allow operational flexibility as 
it seeks one-size-fits-all regulatory solutions. 

Response: The EPA believes that the final rule provides adequate flexibility to affected sources. 

Commenter Name: Comment submitted by Todd Parfitt, Director 
Commenter Affiliation: Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6993 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: Throughout the development of the NSPS for the oil and natural gas sector, 40 CFR 
Part 60 Subpart 0000 (NSPS 0000), the EPA sought and relied upon experience from state 
oil and gas regulatory programs. EPA's original proposal for NSPS 0000 on August 23, 2011 
cited Colorado's and Wyoming's state programs as references. In 2014, the EPA published five 
white papers pertaining to the oil and gas sources addressed in the Proposed Rule and requested 
peer review comments on these papers (EPA Docket Number EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0557). The 
Wyoming Department ofEnvironmental Quality, Air Quality Division (AQD) was one of the 26 
peer review commenters. In the spring of2015, Wyoming participated in the EPA's listening 
sessions with state, local, and tribal stakeholders and provided feedback on the nine questions the 
EPA posed. While the EPA afforded states, tribes, and local agencies opportunities to share their 
regulatory experiences with oil and gas sources, it is imperative that the dialogue continue 
throughout the development of the Proposed Rule and beyond because the oil and gas sector is 
extremely dynamic and changes quickly in response to various economic drivers. 
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Response: Throughout the rulemaking process, the EPA has strived to maintain a dialogue with 
stakeholders. We have been open to meeting with all stakeholders who have requested it, and 
continue to reach out to stakeholders for their input. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 58 

Comment: Finally, we urge EPA to coordinate its efforts with other agencies to avoid 
implementing duplicative requirements that can potentially hinder the continued production of 
the energy that our nation will continue to demand. The rules we're discussing today are a small 
slice of the pending regulations that our industry is facing. The EPA has also released proposed 
control technique guidelines for the implementation of the pending revised ozone air quality 
standard and pending regulatory requirements from the Department oflnterior's BLM on federal 
lands will also add to the cumulative impact to our industry and future operations. 

Response: See response to DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7338, Excerpt Ill (Chapter 13-
Existing State, Local, and Federal Rules). 

Commenter Name: C. E. Venditti 
Commenter Affiliation: Citizen 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7256 
Comment Excerpt Number: 1 

Comment: I have spent a significant amount of time reading EPA's proposed regulation and 
comments that have been submitted by regulated parties, US citizens, and Non-Government 
Organizations. I found EPA requested a significant number of comments (more than 100) 
through the proposed regulation because EPA did not have sufficient information when the 
proposed regulation was published. 

I found many of the comments submitted to EPA to be from those who are interested in 
protecting the environment, but did not read the (almost) 600 page proposed regulation, nor did 
they consider the impact that the regulation will have on industry or jobs in the United States. I 
also found that many of the comments were technically incorrect (i.e. the GHG impact of 
methane on the environment or the length of time that methane impacts the environment). The 
low information comments that were submitted to EPA indicates that EPA has not successfully 
educated the public about this regulation, nor about the true impact of methane. 
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Response: We disagree with this commenter. The preamble to the proposed rule included a 
detailed discussion of the standards, impacts of methane, impacts of the proposed rule, and 
benefits of the proposed rule. In addition, the EPA maintains a wide range of information on its 
web site related to the effects of methane emissions, as well as a host of other environmental 
topics. 

Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:00 
AM-7:55PM; Public Hearing #1 -Denver, Colorado 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7337 
Comment Excerpt Number: 63 

Comment: Also, quickly here, just to talk about these federal regs being based on the Colorado 
regs. That's not very good. Colorado does have some fugitive methane regs, but they're 
irrelevant. At the time of the ballot initiative which I worked on, we had 13 oil and gas inspectors 
statewide. It takes four years for an inspector to actually get to an oil and gas site. 

We have a campaign called Operator Oversight and it is drastically limited in scope. The regs 
called into question Operator Oversight here as well as in the EPA report on public health 
hazards of fracking. 

Response: Neither the proposed nor the final standards are based on the Colorado regulations. 
We did review the Colorado regulations, in particular how they addressed fugitive emissions in 
Regulation 7, and incorporated some characteristics of the Colorado regulations into our 
standards where appropriate. The Colorado regulations were just one of many information 
sources, including other state regulations, we reviewed in the process of developing the proposed 
standards; however, the proposed standards were not based on any one set of existing 
regulations. 

Commenter Name: Bill Thompson, Chairman 
Commenter Affiliation: National Tribal Air Association (NTAA) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6705 
Comment Excerpt Number: 12 

Comment: EPA finds rightfully that the Proposed Rule has Tribal implications albeit such 
implications do not extend to imposition of compliance costs for Tribal governments or 
preemption of Tribal law. Further, EPA indicates that it consulted with Tribal officials, but it 
fails to provide a summary about the issues discussed. The NT AA respects fully the sovereignty 
of Indian Tribes and would never ask EPA with whom or what Tribe( s) that it consulted. 
However, the NTAA would find it valuable to gain an understanding about the issues that Tribes 
have consulted with EPA regarding the Proposed Rule. Knowing about such issues could help 

15-447 

EPA-HQ-20 18-001886 3/2/2018 ED_ 001544 _ 00002204-0044 7 



lead to a fuller, more robust consultation process involving EPA and other Tribes that may not 
have wholly considered the Proposed Rule's impact to their communities. As such, the NTAA 
recommends that EPA make such information public, but in a non-descript way that does not 
identify the Tribe(s) or individuals involved with the consultations. 

Response: In the preamble to the proposed rule, the EPA provided a summary of the topics 
discussed in our outreach efforts to state, local and tribal governments (see 80 FR 56609). We 
also direct the commenter to the document, "Summary of Calls with State, Tribal and District Air 
Agencies to Discuss Air Rules and CTGs, for the Oil and Natural Gas Production, Transmission 
and Distribution Sector" which is available in the project docket (DCN EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-
0505-5020). 

Commenter Name: Richard A. Hyde, P.E., Executive Director 
Commenter Affiliation: Texas Commission ofEnvironmental Quality (TCEQ) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6753 
Comment Excerpt Number: 9 

Comment: In order to reduce the impact of these regulations while still providing for protection 
of the environment, the TCEQ supports the EPA's proposed exemptions for low production well 
sites, and encourages EPA to provide additional exemptions for other scenarios where possible. 
The TCEQ supports the proposed exemptions for low production well sites of less than 15 
barrels of oil equivalent or less per day (BOEPD) and sites with less than 300 SCF/bbl gas-to-oil 
(GOR) ratio. The TCEQ also encourages the EPA to establish other exemptions from the 
regulations for small oil and gas sites based upon reasonable limited emissions and/or equipment 
with any tank or vent limited to less than 6 tpy on an uncontrolled basis. An example of an 
exemption for a site based upon low emissions would be a case where any vent or tank would 
have to have an uncontrolled emission rate ofless than 6 tpy, and total site emissions ofless than 
8 tpy. Exempting sites with a small number of fugitive components (such as fewer than 100 
fugitive components and fewer than 50 components when any other tank or vent emission rate is 
less than 6 tpy total) is another example of a limitation based upon equipment which the EPA 
could include. An additional approach would be to exempt sites with 3 or fewer pieces of 
equipment, with any vent or tank emissions limited to less than 6 tpy total. This would be a site 
with only a well head, a separator, and a heater treater or a tank. Loading trucks would count as 
one piece of equipment. The TCEQ emphasizes that even small sites exempted by these NSPS 
would still be required to obtain authorization from the TCEQ for their production emissions and 
maintenance, startup, and shutdown emissions. 

Response: See the preamble to the final rule, section VI.F.l.b for further discussion of this issue. 

Commenter Name: Richard A. Hyde, P.E., Executive Director 
Commenter Affiliation: Texas Commission ofEnvironmental Quality (TCEQ) 
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Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6753 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: The TCEQ appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed NSPS Subparts 
0000 and OOOOa. These proposed regulations encompass all aspects of oil and gas 2 
production, processing, transmission, and storage, and greatly expand the regulatory 
requirements, the real and perceived need for regulatory review, inspections, and the 
management effort necessary to implement compliance with NSPS Subparts 0000 and OOOOa 
as compared to the existing NSPS Subpart 0000 regulations. The TCEQ is the primary 
administrator and enforcer of environmental mles in Texas, and as the Texas oil and gas industry 
consists of many thousands of facilities, the implementation and enforcement of the proposed 
standards represents a substantial administrative and logistical burden. Over the last five years 
during which the NSPS Subpart 0000 regulations have been implemented in Texas, the 
number of minor oil and gas permitting actions has risen from approximately 2,000 (prior to 
NSPS Subpart 0000) to over 8,000 currently, which accounts for approximately 75 percent of 
Texas' overall minor new source review permitting actions. The TCEQ estimates that this oil and 
gas permitting workload will climb to over 9,000 actions in the coming year in response to this 
regulation and oil and gas activity in Texas. This federally required, but unfunded or partially
funded regulation would require significant resources and effort by the TCEQ to implement and 
monitor ongoing compliance. 

The EPA is soliciting comments on certain approaches to ensure compliance with NSPS 
Subparts 0000 and OOOOa which may increase the effort required by TCEQ to ensure 
compliance with the regulation. 

Response: The EPA notes that the final mles primarily affect private industry and would not 
impose significant economic costs on state or local governments. However, we reviewed the 
proposed mle to determine if there are areas where the burden on regulated entities could be 
reduced, which may also reduce the burden on state and local agencies. One such area, which we 
believe will provide a substantial burden reduction, is the proposed corporate-wide and site
specific monitoring plans. In the final mle, we are replacing the proposed corporate-wide and 
site-specific monitoring plan requirements with a requirement for owners or operators to develop 
a corporate monitoring plan for each company-defined area that would cover the collection of 
fugitive emissions components at the well sites or compressor stations located within that 
company-defined area. In addition, we did not finalize proposed requirements for third-party 
auditors and verification. We also reviewed recordkeeping and reporting requirements 
throughout the mle to assure that they are the minimum necessary to verify compliance. 

Furthermore, as noted in the final mle preamble in section VI.J .1, the EPA is finalizing the 
requirement to report certain performance test reports, excess emission reports, annual reports 
and semiannual reports electronically through the EPA's CDX using the CEDRI. Air agencies 
will benefit from more streamlined and automated review of the electronically submitted data. 
Having reports and associated data in electronic format will facilitate review through the use of 
software "search" options, as well as the downloading and analyzing of data in spreadsheet 
format. The ability to access and review air emission report information electronically will assist 
air agencies to more quickly and accurately determine compliance with the applicable 
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regulations, potentially allowing a faster response to violations which could minimize harmful 
air emissions. This benefits both air agencies and the general public. 

Commenter Name: Jack Dalrymple, Chairman, Governor, Wayne Stenehjem, Attorney General 
and Doug Goehring, Agriculture Commissioner 
Commenter Affiliation: North Dakota Industrial Commission (NDIC) 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6977 
Comment Excerpt Number: 5 

Comment: Federalism: The proposed rule states that it does not have federalism implications. 
The federalism analysis states the rule will have no substantial direct effects on the states, on the 
relationship between the national government and the states, or on the distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various levels of government. The analysis further alleges these final 
rules primarily affect private industry and would not impose significant economic costs on state 
or local governments. This conclusion is incorrect. As explained in these comments, the 
proposed rule will conflict with the NDIC's current regulations. 

Response: The EPA disagrees with the commenter; see section X.E of the preamble to the final 
for more information regarding this issue. 

Commenter Name: Seth B. C. Shonkoff, Executive Director, Jake Hays, Director, 
Environmental Health Program and Renee L. Santoro Director, Energy Environment Program, 
Commenter Affiliation: PSE Healthy Energy 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6951 
Comment Excerpt Number: 13 

Comment: We also recommend revision of federal methane emission factors for the petroleum 
and natural gas sectors to better reflect the recent -and now sizable- body of field-based 
methane measurements. EPA's Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) for the proposed standards 
notes recent, peer-reviewed atmospheric measurements. These studies indicate that methane 
emissions from the petroleum and natural gas sectors are likely 2-3 times higher than what EPA 
reports in the national inventory and may necessitate additional regulatory action in order to meet 
U.S. climate goals. While we applaud EPA for recognizing these important studies, it is 
unfortunate that the impact analysis under the draft methane rule does not account for these 
larger emission rates and take them into account. We urge the agency to follow-up with updated 
methane emission factors across the relevant sectors and infrastructure and add additional 
regulatory controls where needed to meet emission reductions called for in the Climate Action 
Plan. 

Response: As the commenter has noted, substantial amounts of new information on methane 
emissions have become available recently from a number of channels, including the EPA's 
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GHGRP, industry organizations, and research studies by government, academic, and industry 
researchers. 

As a part of the EPA's annual GHG Inventory development, this year the EPA has reviewed the 
substantial body of new studies that became available recently on oil and natural gas systems, 
and made updates to its national GHG Inventory estimates. The largest increase in emissions 
estimates in the GHG Inventory for the oil and gas sector is due to updated data on activity 
counts (e.g. equipment such as pneumatic controllers and separators) in the production segment. 
EPA updated equipment counts based on data reported by industry to the EPA's Greenhouse Gas 
Reporting Program (GHGRP). This data showed that there are greater counts of equipment per 
well for many sources than there were in the previous GHG Inventory estimates. 

The EPA used this new data on equipment counts in the production segment to update the model 
well pad facility used in its impact analyses for fugitives for the NSPS, which also resulted in an 
increase in calculated emissions for these sites. 

Commenter Name: Terry L. O'Clair, Director, Division of Air Quality 
Commenter Affiliation: North Dakota Department of Health 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-6928 
Comment Excerpt Number: 2 

Comment: North Dakota believes that many of the pollution control and quality assurance 
aspects of the draft rule can be implemented as a benefit to the environment; however, the 
monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting requirements include an onerous measurement and 
documentation process: 

In summary, North Dakota supports effective and efficient pollution control rules. However, as 
written, the proposed rules will be burdensome on both industry and the State. Key factors are 
the vast number of sources, the geographic coverage and remote locations. Since this proposal 
lacks funding, resources will not be available for the most important aspect of rules - regulatory 
oversight. Therefore, if EPA finalizes the Proposed Rule, it should only be done so after being 
limited in scope to efficiently reduce emissions while minimizing the burden on States and 
industry and in accordance with the comments detailed herein. 

Response: The EPA appreciates the concerns raised by the commenter. We have reviewed the 
notification, recordkeeping and reporting requirements throughout the proposed rule to assure 
that these requirements are the minimum necessary to assure compliance and properly notify 
regulatory agencies. As a result of this review we have streamlined requirements for fugitive 
emissions monitoring and pneumatic pump affected facilities. We believe that the final rule 
lessens the compliance burden on both the regulated entities and the regulatory agencies 
compared to the proposed rule and addresses the commenter's concerns. 
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Commenter Name: Public Hearing Comments On Proposed Climate, Air Quality, and 
Permitting Rules for the Oil and Natural Gas Industry; Wednesday, September 23, 2015; 9:10 
AM-8:00PM; Public Hearing #1 -Dallas, Texas 
Commenter Affiliation: None 
Document Control Number: EPA-HQ-OAR-2010-0505-7336 
Comment Excerpt Number: 167 

Comment: Last July, there were 11 studies that were published-- peer reviewed and 
published showing that methane was leaking from the Barnett Shale at 50 percent more than 
predicted levels -- than EPA -predicted levels. 

Response: The EPA is aware of a number of recently published studies, which we believe are 
likely the same ones referred to by the commenter. We have reviewed the studies and concluded 
that the emission factors used in the development of the proposed rule are most appropriate for 
fugitive emissions from well sites and are retained in the final rule. 
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